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set as the reference of the Bill to such a committee. With this|cases where he has no notice of the death he appears to in 
precedent before him, the Lord Chancellor can hardly refuse to| be safe (see the Act of 1853, s. 53). The question is” thi 
refer the question of com registration of title to an|one of great difficulty. Some little light appears. to be re 
equally strong and impartially-composed committee or com-|thrown on it by the definition of “ property ” in the” pr 
mission. Act of 1894. “The expression ‘ includes real ” aft 
- = property and. personal property, anf the proceeds of wale Ml | 
A vast scHEME for obtaining a comparative record of the | thereof respectively, and any money or investment for the time 7 pre 
legislation of all the English-speaking States of the world has | being ge cog: the proceeds of sale.” It may be that the cat 
been propounded by Mr. I:zert, and has been received with | Object of this wide definition of “‘ property” is to enable the an 
much applause. Whether the scheme will continue to be| Crown to enforce a charge of duty not only on the property 5 
favourably regarded we have very great doubt. That it will | Originally subject to it, but, in case of its being sold, against the = 
entail considerable labour and expense is certain, and, before | Property for the time being representing it ; and if this be the | 
iving the scheme practical effect, it ought to be equally certain | true object of the definition, it will not elp us. But it appears Mc 
t considerable benefit will result from it. Apparently, the | #ls0 to have another a ge where the property after duty | em 
antici benefit is twofold. With all the laws of the | 2ttaches is properly sold, so as to be conveyed free from duty, © ma 
Colonies and of the United States at hand, it would be pos- | 0 make the duty attach to the substituted property. It will be © pre 
sible, it is said, for an English lawyer to advise on cases | Observed that in cases where the successor is not the sole owner, © to 
there arising. Practically, this reason furnishes very slight | 8° 48 to be able to put an end to the trust for sale, the property § cla 
: to which he becomes entitled is not the real property itself, it is ~ “ 
ground for a new departure. The laws of the Colonies are D A. 9 ¥ 
already accessible in our legal libraries, and by reference to | 0Dly a share in the proceeds of sale, so that in this case probably | pu 
these an English lawyer may sometimes advise safely as to| the duty does not attach on the real property itself, it only © anc 
‘ in the Colonies. But as soon as any doubt arises, he attaches on the proceeds of sale. : On the other hand, if the of 
will recommend a reference to a lawyer on the spot, and he | Successor is the sole owner and is able to elect to take the | ha} 
would do the same if he had Mr. Innzrr’s ‘‘ Record” at his dis-| Property as realty, it will probably be held that the duty = vat 
posal. We are not aware that the legislation of the different | #ttaches on the land itself. clai 
states of the American Union is accessible to residents in this caer" te 
country, and from the point of view of the practising lawyer gut 
it is probably just as well that it is not. Even erican| Ir ovr correspondent ‘‘Common Law,” whose letter we print be 
—— have the greatest difficulty in keeping themselves abreast | in another column, will look at the last h on page 311 | dea 
of e rapid output of law, statute and judge-made, and the/| of the Annual Practice, 1895, he will find the authority he seeks. ~ que 
occasions would be rare when an English lawyer could safely | Our correspondent says he has always understood that if the | pea 
advise on points of American law. But the supporters of | amount of the debt be accepted without the costs, the latter © tha 
the scheme seem to rely stili more on the guidance our| cannot afterwards be obtained, and he adds that his opinionin © any 
own islature might receive from the contemplation of | this respect has been confirmed by competent common law men. = on 
the legislative experiments of other States. As a rule, we| We are well aware that there has always been an impression | the 
ine that such guidance would be of no practical value. It} that this was the rule of common law, but there is good reason ~ 189 
is ready admitted that the mere perusal of a given law teaches | to believe that the impression was not well grounded. In Wylie per 
» We must know how it has worked. We must also| v. Phillips (5 Dowl. 644), at any rate, we have a common law | or | 
know the conditions which have led to it. These are inquiries | case to the contrary, decided as far. back as 1837, and in 1894 © pur 
of great difficulty, and to undertake them systematically for the| we have a common law judge accepting that case as a good on 
whole body of the law of English-speaking States would authority and acting upon it. The headnote to Wylie v. Phillips 297 
involve enormous waste of time and money. In particular] is as follows :—‘‘ Where the debt has been paid after writ will 
cases the results might be useful—as to the liability of em- | issued, but before service thereof, and the [plaintiff's] attorney of 1 
ployers, for instance, or the effect of a compulsory eight hours’ | is aware of the payment, he has no right to proceed further req' 
y ; but these are cases which can be dealt with by themselves | with the action, tho h i i to the costs of the tot 
as the need for information arises. There is no good object to| writ.” In the unrepo case of Watkins y. Nixey (in chambers, pro 
be gained by preumnlating a vast amount of useless material.| April 11, 1894, see Annual Practice, 1895, p. 2) Mr. Justice eve 
We are, in fact, not greatly concerned in knowing the output ~ pone heard an application for costs of an action where the Act 
of colonial legislatures. To a large extent, it consists of | debt had been paid Sepese aarvien but payment of costs refused. tiof 
statutes similar to those which exist on our own statute book.|The plaintiff’s solicitor, being determined to clear the point 7 to] 
In any case, there is little or nothing to be gained from this | from doubt if ible, served the writ, although the debt had, whi 
source which can assist the natural development of our own law | been paid, and issued a summons before the ju for costs.A ™ The 
in the manner dictated by the requirements of this country. 6 learned ju accep ylie v. Phillips (ubs sup.) a8 a © chai 
Betas binding authority in favour of the plaintiff’s right to costs, and © take 
made the order. That would appear to be sufficient to —a B its 
Tue Finance Act, 1894, has made an important change in| our correspondent’s impression so far as concerns cases of pay- | © resi 
the incidence of succession duty on real property in cases where | ment before service. As regards payment after service and chai 
the successor is competent to dispose of the property. Formerly | before ap ce, we have the case of Hughes v. Justin (42 © 
the duty on real property was a charge on the interes or the | W. R. 339; 1894, 1 Q. B. 667). In that c e plaintiff and r 4 
Only, so that if that interest was equitable only, a| defendant met after the writ was issued and before it was E the: 
purchaser who obtained thelegal éstate without notice of the| served. The defendant shewed the plaintiff that there was a ne 
in favour of the successor, took free from that trust, and, | &t-off, and paid the actual amount due, which the plaintiff vee 
therefore, free from the duty. The interest of the successor in| accepted. The plaintiff’s solicitor, however, served the defend- This 
moneys to arise from real ti, pd under an absolute trust for | ant afterwards in order to compel payment of the costs, and, on Dot J 
sale was to be deemed personal property (see the Act of 1853, | his failing to appear, signed judgment and issued execution for whi 
s. 29, as amended by 51 Vict. c. 8, s. 21). The result was that | the debt and costs. According to instructions, the sheriff levied “ ies 
where land was held in trust for sale it was not necessary to | for the costs only, The judgment and execution were upheld Be 
as to succession duty, for, as the duty was chargeable| by the Divisional Court, but were set aside by the Court of her 
as if the property were personal, the wig | was a charge on the | Appeal, on the ground that the plaintiff had no right to enter 4 _... 
the successor so long only as the property remained judgment for the debt when it had been paid. But the plain- ee duct 
in the ownership or control of the successor or his trustees (see | tiff’s right to the costs was, at the same time, fully established. } vr 
. the Act of 1853, 5.42). The question arises whether a pur- | The om me of the Rolls said that the plaintit fn was vo swan: 
chaser taking land on a sale by trustees for sale is, if he has|in signing judgment for more than was then due, and 9% |... 
notice that on a death after the Ist of August, 1894, the whole | as nothing w he could only sign judgment for the costs”; and YM a 
ora share of the property has devolved on a person competent | one of the terms im: e order setting the judgment @ 4.4 
to dispose of it, bound to see to the payment of the duty, qa aside was that the plainti should pay the costs up to but not . 2 anyt 







print 
$11 
ecks. 
f the 
atter 
on in 
men. 
ssion 
as0n 
Wylie 
law 
1894 
good 
shlips 
writ 
ney 
rther 
t the 
bers, 
istice 
» the 
ised. 
point 
had 
oats. 
as & 
and 
nove 
pay- 
and 
} (42 


and 


as a 
intiff 
‘end- 
i, on 
i for 
vied 
held 
rt of 
mter 
lain- 
hed. ¥ 
rong 


and Y 
ment 
t not 


Nov. r7, 1894. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 30.) 37 _ 











including judgment. The principle laid down in these cases is 


| that in ev case where a plaintiff is driven to issue a writ to 
a esover his TOBE Rete Suuticd tothe coats OF the whit That 


principlé apply with greater force a ce and 
after the issue of a summons under order 14 than service 
or appearance. If ‘‘Common Law” will read in our 


previous remarks on this subject (ande, p. 2) in the light of the 
eases here cited, he will, we think, see that they are in accord- 
ance with the law on this point. 





An INGENIOUS argument on the effect of section 5 of the 
Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, seems to have been 
employed in the case of Re Hume, Forbes v. Hume. The Mort- 
main and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, reproduces in section 4 the 
provisions of the old Mortmain Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36) with 


to assurances for charitable purposes, and by ‘the definition | longer 


clause (section 10 (1) ) the term ‘‘ assurance” is made to include 
“will.” Hence, primd facie, an assurance by will for charitable 
purposes must conform to the requirements of sub-sections (2) 
and (3)—that is, it must take effect in possession from the time 
of making the assurance—in the case of a will this would, per- 
haps, be the death of the testator—and there must’ be no reser- 
| vation or provision for the benefit of the assuror ‘or any person 
iclaiming under him. Formerly, of course, it was unnecessary 
te apply these provisions to devises, inasmuch as the subse- 
quent provisions, that an assurance for charitable purposes must 
be by deed, and must be made at least twelve months before the 
death of the assuror, rendered any assurance by will out of the 
question. These latter provisions, however, are clearly re- 
pealed by the express enactment of section 5 of the Avt of 1891, 
that land may be assured by will to or for the benefit of 
any charitable use. What effect, then, has the enactment 
on the earlier sub-sections of section 4 of the Act of 1888? In 
the case of Re Hume « testatrix, by her will made in October, 
1890, created certain life interests in the residue of her real and 
personal estate, and, subject thereto, directed that the residue, 
or such part thereof as might be lawfully applicable for the 
purpose, should go to a charity. She died in hh, 1892, and, 
on the authority of Re Bridger (42 W. R. 179; 1894, 1 Ch. 
297), the Act of 1891 applies, notwithstanding the date of the 
will. But treating the will as an “‘assurance”’ within section 4 
of the Act of 1888, it is possible to urge that it violates the 
requirements of sub-sections (2) and (3), inasmuch as the gift 
to the charity did not take effect in possession, and there was a 
provision for the benefit of the life tenants. Apparently, how- 
ever—and so §ririine, J., held—the effect of section 5 of the 
Act of 1891 is to take tharitabte devises entirely out of the opera- 
tiofi Of the Act_of- 1888. Tho séction does not enable a charity 
to hold the devised land, and, therefore, the conditions upon 
which alone Jand may be vested in a charity are not applicable. 
The restriction on mortmain is effected in another way. The 
charitable devise is saved, but at the same time the land is 
taken from the charity, and the proceeds of sale substituted. 
It was held eetiogy in Re Hume that the whole of the 
a ay subject to the life interests, was well"given tothe 
charity. , 





Iw ri& important case of Rhodes v. Moules (reported elsewhere) 
the Court of Appeal have reversed the decision of cu, J., 
and have held Messrs. Hucizes & Masrerman ible for the 
loss occasioned by the misconduct of their late partner, Mr. Rew. 
This result appears to be due to the circumstance that the Court 
of Appeal have taken a different view of the facts from that 
which commended itself to Kzxewicn, J. Ruopzs, who was a 
client cf the firm, was, in 1891, anxious to obtain a loan of 
£1,000 on the security of freehold property. Mrs. Movies and 
her son, Mr. E. R. Movurzs, who were also. clients of the firm, 
were willing to make the advance, but Rew, who had the con- 
duct of the matter, told Ruopzs that the security was insuffi- 
cient, and Ropes accordingly handed over to him share 
warrants payable to bearer as additional security. Rew at first 
retained dite in his own custody. Subsequently he sold them 
and misappropriated the proceeds. Mrs. Movies and her son 
had, in fact, never asked for further security, and they never knew 
anything about the delivery of the share warrants to Rew. His 








partners were in a like state of . Kexewren, J., held 
that the arrangement between and Ruopes with regard 
to the share warrants never took any very definite form, but 
that apparently Rew was intended to keep the warrants for 
the purpose of applying the dividends in payment of the interest 
rad gr ea ao agg gy aye pon ine gy 
fe te eorene Hence he treated warrants as 
or ou 
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In vrew of the large number of 


annually tigpeet of in the courts, notably in 
Repeal % yp Bgiccers a ah the Cour at 
Pp in the recent case ‘eptune Steamship Navigation 
Co. v. Sclater & Procter ( elsewhere) is of consider- 
able public interest. It was there held that section 120 
of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. o. 43), which 
ives a right of from the county court to the High 
urt in respect of on points of law or equity, 
extends to admiralty cases, and the provisions 
1868 (31 & 32 Viou 0, 71), restreting the Hight of appest t 
1 & 32 Vict. o. 71 to 

cases where over £50 fh Ba (section 31), and re- 
grad security for costs to be given By the t (section 
6), must now be merge as save ~ , pear oo 
a peals on questions 0 to are > 
This Sidon qrociiie wien’ what was hell’ b the 
Admiralty Division of the High Court in Zhe (40 W. R. 


415; 1892, P. 67) and in Zhe Horo (40 W. R. 143; 1891, P. 


294). It may, therefore, now be as settled law that 
tos pesirsl tiiediag of the County Gout Act, 1888, overrule 


ch of th cial provisions of ‘Go Courts Admiralty 
Jurisdiction Ket, 1868, as peepee Be bine = 













The World says that Mr. Justice Barnes, who is at present staying at 
Westgate, where he went after bis return from the , is not 
atall. He is from a 










ENDOWMENTS WITHIN THE CHARITABLE TRUSTS 
ACT. 


Tue judgment of the Court of Appeal, delivered by Davey, 
LJ., in Re Clergy Orphan Corporation (1894, 3 Ch. 145; com- 
mented on 38 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 702) distinctly overrules the 
construction placed by Romity, M.R., on the word “ endow- 
ment ”’ as used in section 62, the exemption clause, and section 
66, the interpretation clause, of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, 
in Sons of the Clergy v. Sutton (27 Beav. 651), but without dis- 
senting from his decision. That case was decided in 1860, and 
the conclusion then adopted by Romiy, M.R., had, as was 
recently observed, ‘“‘for a period of over thirty years been 
treated by a succession of judges as the true construction of the 
Act,” Re St. John-street Chapel, Chester (1893, 2 Ch. 618), where 
the cases are considered by Srintine, J., at p. 634. The sub- 
stantial question, both before Romixty, M.R., and the Court of 
Appeal, was whether the charity was exempted from the juris- 
diction of the Charity Commissioners under the Act, though the 
actual issue in both cases was the validity of a sale, without the 
-consent of the commissioners, of land purchased with money 
originally given for the general purposes of the charity. 

Section 62 introduces various exemptions from the Charitable 
Trusts Act, 1853, and, inter alia, it exempts religious and 
charitable institutions which are wholly maintained by volun- 
tary contributions ; and, further, it provides that ‘‘ where any 
charity is maintained partly by voluntary subscriptions and 
ari 4 by income arising from any endowment”—i.c., is what 

been conveniently called a mixed charity— ‘‘ the powers and 
provisions of the Act shall, with respect to such charity, extend 
and apply to the income from endowment only, to the exclusion 
of voluntary subscriptions, and the application thereof.” Then 
it is provided that ‘no donation or bequest’ to any such mixed 
charity, ‘“‘of which no special application or appropriation shall 
be directed or declared by the donor or testator, and which may 
legally be applied by the governing or managing body of such 
charity in td of the voluntary subscriptions,” is to be subject 
to the Charity Commissioners or to the provisions of the Act; 
and no part of any such donation or bequest, or of any volun- 
tary salesiation, is to become subject to the commissioners, 
or to the provisions of the Act, by reason of its being set 
apart by the governing body for some defined purpose 
connected with the charity. By section 66 ‘‘endowment” is 
defined as including ‘‘all lands and real estate whatsoever 
of any tenure, and any charge thereon, or interest therein, 
and all stocks, funds, moneys, securities, investments, and 
estate whatsoever, which shall for the time being 
long to or be held in trust for any charity, or for all or any of 
the objects or purposes thereof.” The “startling and extensive 
meaning ” therein given to the word ‘‘ endowment” seemed to 
Romi1ty, M.R., if construed literally, wholly to supersede section 
62, and in effect to expunge from the Act the ‘‘careful though 
obscurely-worded exception from the general operation of the 
Act” of that section as regards mixed charities (see 27 Beav., 
at pp. 664, 665). The Master of the Rolls accordingly declined 
to construe ‘‘endowment” literally, and limited it to the 
‘devotion of property to a specific and particular trust ”—alike 
in sections 62 and 66. 

The Court of Appeal have now decided that it was wrong to 
restrict the meaning of the interpretation clause, and in Ze 
Clergy Orphan Corporation have applied themselves to a close 
examination of section 62 in the light of the wide definition of 
‘‘endowment” in section 66, to which full effect is given in 
their construction of the section in question. The meaning of 
the Legislature so ascertained, and the true construction of the 
Act, appear to be as follows—viz., when any charity is main- 
tained partly by ‘“‘ voluntary subscriptions” (¢.¢., recurring gifts 
repeated annually or otherwise with more or less regularity) and 
partly by income arising from any “ endowment”’ (#.¢., income 
derived from any invested funds belonging to the charity), the 
Act shall apply to the income from ‘‘ endowment,” as explained 
above, only ; but the Act shall apply thereto subject to the follow- 
ing proviso or qualification by way of exemption—viz., that no 
donation or area to any mixed charity of which no special 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


bequest to any mixed charity for the general purposes of the 
charity, and given on such terms that the capital may be applied * 
be subject to the 











for the maintenance of the charity), sha 
Act. 
It will be observed that the foregoing proviso leaves subject 


the income only of which is applicable to maintenance. 


exemption—viz., that no portion of any such donation or bequest 
as last aforesaid, or of any voluntary subscription appropriated, 
shortly speaking, for some specific purpose and inves 
governing body, or of any donation or bequest in aid of a fund 
so arising, shall be subject to the Act. 


appropriating for some specific purpose and investing a donation 


exempt, would not thereby bring such appropriated endow- 
ment, or the income thereof, within the provisions of the 
Act. The result of the section, as so construed, appears to be 
that the Act, besides applying to all endowments, in the 
ordinary sense of the word, originally made for a special 
urpose in connection with a charity, extends to an endowment 
or the general purposes of a mixed charity, the income only of 
which is applicable to maintenance. 

The conc'usion of the Court of Appeal as to section 66 is 
‘‘ that all property of every description belonging to, or held in 
trust for, a charity, and whether held upon trusts or conditions 
which render it lawful to apply the capital to the maintenance 
of the charity, or upon trusts which confine the charitable 
a ee to the income, is an endowment within the meaning 
of the Act” (1894, 3 Ch. 151). The fact, therefore, of a 
charity’s property being applicable to its general purposes, or 
only to some specific purpose in connection with it, cannot now 
be considered conclusive of the question of endowment or no 
endowment within the meaning of the Act, although it may be 
important in considering whether the endowment is of a 
character to be exempt from the provisions of the Act in the 
case of a charity within section 62. 

The court noticed the possible case of a charity having no 
subscription list, and relying for its maintenance wholly on the 
income of endowments derived from past voluntary donations 





for its general purposes which had been invested, but passed 
it by with the general observation that it is for those who claim 
an exemption to make it out, and a cautious intimation of 
opinion that the provisions of the Act commented on seemed to 
apply only to a mixed charity. 





RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE. 
II, 
Tue derivative jurisdiction of the county courts has given rise 


to two or three decisions which must now be noticed. In 
Bassett v. Tong (42 W. R. 668 ; 1894, 2 Q. B. 332) it was held 


tffat there 1s no power under section 65 of the County Courts 

— 1888 (51 : 5 fet c. 43), which enables any action of 

contract brought in the High Court to be remitted to the county 
rt Tel the claim indorsed on th 


© writ does not exceed 











£100, to remit an action for unliquidated dai 
court, even where the wrif is indorsed a claim for a speci- 
. it would, however, seem to have been decided in 
Guilford v. Lambeth (38 Soxscrrors’ Journar, 708) that where 
the plaintiff's claim is, in its nature, a liquidated and, and 
the writ is indorsed for a sum not exceeding £100, the existence 
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ings f0 a county cou 
other hand, as was held in the recent case of Delobbel-Flipo v, 
Varty (42 W. R. 48), a counter-claim alone, whether for 








quidated or unliquidated damages, al 







to a county vom 7 Oven nere S er 
tobe tried between the parties, as it is not an action within 
section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, The effect of a 





application be directed by the donor or testator, and which 
may be applied by the charity as income (7.¢., no donation or | 
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REVIEWS. 
POSSESSION OF LAND. 


A TREATISE ON Possession OF LAND, WITH A CHAPTER ON THE 
Rea Prorerty Limiration Acts, 1833 anp 1874. By Joun M. 
LicHTWoop, Barrister-at-Law, late Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cam- 
bridge. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


It is by no means easy to write a good law book. The author 
ought to be learned in truth, and not by courtesy only; he ought to 
be practical; he ought to be able to expound his knowledge in 


odical form and in grammatical English. Our author possesses 
these qualifications, and therefore he has written a very good book. 
He not only discusses modern English law, but also treats of the 
Roman law and the old English law. A very good example of the 
author’s method of historical discussion will be found in chapter 5, 
‘* The Recovery of Possession.” He first discusses proprietary actions 
both in Roman and the old English law, then he proceeds to 
possessory actions both under the Roman and the old English law, 
and in the following chapter he discusses the modern action of eject- 
ment at considerable length. Some of our readers will perhaps 
consider that chapter 10, ‘‘ The Real Property Limitation Acts,’’ is 
one of the best, as it certainly is the most practical, chapter in the 
book. Highly as we think of this work, we have a complaint, a 
somewhat serious complaint, to make. The author has invented a 
new technical phrase ‘‘ civil possession.”” We cannot help thinking 
that it is somewhat mischievous to introduce a new phrase to 
express an old idea. In conclusion, we may say that none but those 
who have themselves written law books can have the slightest idea 
of the labour involved in a work of the nature of that before us. 
We only venture to hope that the circulation of the book will shew 
that the legal public knows good work when it sees it. 


THE LAW OF CONTRACT. 


PRINCIPLES OF ContTRACT. A TREATISE ON THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
CONCERNING THE VALIDITY OF AGREEMENTS IN THE LAW or ENG- 
LAND. SitxtuH Epririon. By Sir Freprerick Poutock, Bart., 
Barrister-at-Law, Corpus Professor of Jurisprudence in the Uni- 
versity of Oxford. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The sixth edition of Sir Frederick Pollock’s well-known treatise on 
contract is not marked by any considerable changes. In the adver- 
tisement to the edition the author refers to the paragraphs on agree- 
ments in restraint of trade as having been to some extent rewritten 
in uence of recent decisions of the Court of Appeal, and he 
states that the passages on the history of the action of asswmpsit and 
the doctrine of consideration have been revised. With regard to 
restraint of trade it is unfortunate that the edition has just missed 
the decision of the House of Lords in Nordenfelt v. Maxim-Norden- 
felt Co., by which the whole doctrine has been placed on a new foot- 
ing. Thus it is no longer correct to say, as is done at p. 338, that 
the rule against general restraint of trade is still in force. That rule, 
doubted by Fry, L.J., in Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 92, 36 Ch. D. 
359), seems now to have given place to the principle that a covenant 
in general restraint of trade may be enforced, provided only that it is 
reasonably necessary for the protection of the covenantee, and that it 
is not prejudicial to the public interest—as, for instance, by estab- 
lishing a monopoly. To the first chapter, dealing with the offer and 
acceptance by which an agreement is constituted, two recent decisions 
of importance have been added—Henthorn v. Fraser (40 W. R. 433), 
which suggests anew prineiple for the rule that a contract is 
ordinarily complete as soon as a letter of acceptance has been 
posted, and Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. (41 W. R. 210), 
which is now the leading case on contracts by advertisement. 
In future editions it will perhaps be found possible to give 
more prominence to the judgments of the Court of Appeal in the 
latter case. A remark of Lord J ustice Bowen’s, for instance, shews 
that cases of this kind are decided with little regard for theory. A 
man, he said, who sees a reward advertised for finding a dog does not 
sit down to write a letter of acceptance: he looks for the dog. But 
it is for the author to determine how soon it is worth while to re- 
write the text so as to give full effect to recent decisions. The great 
thing is that these decisions should be noticed. The present edition 
seems to shew no failing in this respect, and the work is likely to con- 
tinue in favour both with practitioners and students. 





ROMAN-DUTCH LAW. 


THe Opinions oF Grotius. Collated, Translated, and Annotated 
¥ D. P. DE Bruyn, B.A., LL.B., Advocate of the Supreme Court 
of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope and of the High Court 
of the South African Republic. Stevens & Haynes. 


It appears that the ‘‘ opinions” of the famous author of the De Jure 
Belli ac Pacis are still regarded as having a certain authority in 


countries where the Roman-Dutch law prevails, though, hitherto; 


they have not existed in a readily accessible form. This inconvenience ” 


is now removed by the éxcellent translation which Mr. De Bruyn has 
repared, and he has rendered a further service to South African 
awyers by the carefully-written notes which he has appended to the 
opinions, and which bring up to the present date the law on the 
subjects dealt with. In some cases the opinions and notes have a 
wider interest, as in Opinion No. 9, which deals with the question 
of domicile, in Opinion No. 59, which deals with servitutes, 
and Opinion No. 64, which deals with pledges. In connection 
with the last Mr. De Bruyn gives a useful note on “delivery,” and 
under the opinion on servitudes he discusses the effect of a general 
plan in creating servitudes upon the sale of a building estate in-lots, 
The general plan, provided it can be properly connected with the 
conditions of sale, is deemed to be part of the contract, and each 
purchaser is entitled to such of the servitudes marked thereon— 
usually roads—as are necessary for the convenient enjoyment of his 
own plot. The same principle holds in our own law, and it clearly 
represents the common sense of the matter. To an English reader 
the biographical sketch of Grotius is perhaps the most interesting 
part of the book. His attachment to Arminian opinions made him 
an exile from his country and wrecked his career as a private lawyer ; 
but in Paris, whither he escaped in 1621 and where he was eagerly 
welcomed, he had leisure to compose the work which has made him 
famous as the first expounder of international law. In 1634 he 
abandoned all hope of returning to Holland, transferred his allegiance 
to Sweden, and spent the last ten years of his life as ambassador of 
that country at Paris. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Theory and Practice of the Law of Evidence. 
WIL18, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
The Building Societies Acts, 1836, 1874, 1875, 1884, 1894. With 
Introduction, Notes, and Appendices. By J. Rrrcure Macouny, of the 
Middle Temple, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A Handbook to the Estate Duty: comprising Part I. of the Finance 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30); with an Introductory Comment 
shewing its Scope and Operation, and Practical Instruction for the 
Delivery of Affidavits and Accounts, and the Payment and Rectifica- 
tion of Duty, and Tables of Forms, Duties, and Fees. By ALFRED 
W. Sowarp, of the Legacy and Succession Duty Office, Somerset 
House. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


A Commentary on the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. With Illustrative 
Cases and frequent Citation from the Text of Mr. Benjamin’s 
Treatise. By Watrer C. A. Ker and Arruur B:; PEARSON-GEE, 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Statutes of Practical Utility, arranged in Alphabetical and 
Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. Being the Fifth 
Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lety, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. III.—‘‘ Criminal Law” to ‘‘ Dower.” Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


By WILLIAM 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
REFORM IN LAND TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme is so bold and far-reaching that 
I shall not be surprised if many of ‘your readers hesitate to discuss it 
in your columns. The basis of the proposal, however, is simple 
enough; as Sir Howard Elphinstone pointed out in his letter, which 
you printed last week, it may be shortly described as being that 
henceforth no legal interests shall be created or conveyed except 
estates in fee simple and estates for years, and that all estates created 
by way of settlement shall take effect in equity only, with power to 
protect them by distringas. The effect of such a scheme, if it could 
be adopted, must necessarily be to reduce to a minimum the expense, 
trouble, and delay of investigating the title to land. The title would 
be ordinarily reduced to a series of simple conveyances of the legal fee 
simple apart from all the equities. My difficulty at present is in 
seeing how the system of distringas is to be worked out. 

It would be desirable to know whether Mr. Wolstenholme intends 
that the restriction on disposal shall be imposed by the conveyance or 
other instrument creating the trust which is to be protected by the 
restriction, or simply by the entry of a distringas. If the former is 
the meaning, the proposal appears to be workable, subject to this, 
that I do not at present see how provision is to be made in the instru- 
ment for changes of trustees ; and the case of equitable charges would 
appear to be unprovided for. If, on the other hand, the proposal is 
that equitable interests shall be protected solely by distringas, the 
difficulties arise which were alluded to by Sir Howard Elphinstone 





and Mr. Beaumont in their letters last week. 


Nov. 17, 1894. . 
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My present purpose is not, however, to discuss the scheme in detail, 
but to call attention to the fact that the profession has not yet been 
favoured with any guidance in the matter any member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. e president’s address 
practically pledged the council to “‘ draft a scheme which should give 
purchasers of land the greatest amount of security with the least cost 
of time and money, whilst leaving to owners the power they all 
desire, to make any disposition they can now make of the land or the 
value of it.”” And the president expressed his belief that ‘‘ the result 
would be a system of conveyancing which would outbid pan yeom Si 
Goverment office could offer in simplicity and expedition, and under- 
sell it in cost.”” One would have supposed that some member of the 
council, whose attention must have been specially directed to the 
subject, would have volunteered some remarks on Mr, Wolstenholme’s 
proposals, either in your columns or in those of some of your legal 
contemporaries. 

I observe that they are discussed, apparently from the point of 
view of the Land Registry (if not by an Sfficial of that institution), in 
the columns of one of your contemporaries. One does not want to 
know how the scheme strikes the promoters of the Land Transfer 
Bill, but what view solicitors and their representative body ag 
of it. : 

Nov. 14. 





THE COPYHOLD ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,- In section 5, sub-section 3, of the Copyhold Act there 
is a small but somewhat significant omission. provision 
for compensation under the compulsory enfranchisement by lord or 
tenant under the Act, and the mode in which such compensation is to 
be ascertained, it is provided that ‘‘ A justice who is lord of the manor 
shall not take any part in the appointment of a valuer.”’ 

Now in these days of working men magistrates it is obvious that a 
case might arise in which one of the justices at petty sessions was not 
a lord of the manor, but a tenant interested in the valuation. In such 
@ case it would seem that he could not be prevented from taking part 
in the appointment of the valuer mentioned in sub-section 1. It is 
true that the lord of the manor could in such an event take advantage 
of the alternative mode of appointment, but he would have to bear 
the additional expense, and the appointment might have been made 
before notice had been given. The above in practice may not be of 
very much consequence, but it shews that the rights and privileges 
given to tenants want carefully watching. The whole tendency of 
legislation is admittedly and rightly in favour of a class long neglected, 
but it does not follow that one class should be specially protected. 
The lord, equally with his tenant, should have the same protection 
from possible unfairness. Henry J. H. Burt. 

11, New-inn, Strand. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Questions of some nicety are likely to arise under the Copy- 
hold Act, 1894, in regard to the ownership of minerals. The 23rd 
section (corresponding with section 48 of the Act of 1852) leaves 
the rights of lord and tenant respectively in the minerals unaffected 
by enfranchisement without the express consent in writing of either. 

The section inferentially draws a distinction between possessory 
and proprietary rights in minerals. 

Every copyhold tenant has, by reason of the grant of his lord, the 

ossessory right in the soil throughout, including the minerals ( Port- 
and vy. Hill, L. R, 2 Eq. 777), arid it is in this sense alone that 
minerals may be said to be of copyhold tenure. 

The section very pointedly refers to ‘‘ any powers which in t 
of property in the soil might, but for the enfranchisement, have 
exercised for the purpose of enabling the lord or tenant,” &c, 

This restriction on the enfranchisement of the soil throughout is, it 
appears to me, inconsistent with the provision in section 21 (3). In 
some manors the tenants have the proprietary, in addition to the 
customary or possessory, right in the minerals; and they exercise 
such proprietary right by granting leases of the wre ha 2 without 
license from the lord for terms of years (consistent with the custom 
as to the extent of leasing power in the manor) whereby they 
empower their lessees to search for, dig, and carry away the minerals. 

Now let me assume that a copyhold tenant, who has so leased, 
enfranchises his copyhold tenement, without the express consent in 
writing required E section 23 as a condition precedent to the 
rights in the minerals being affected. What happens? — 

By virtue of the enfranchisement (and this is a new provision in 
Copyhold Acts*) the land becomes of freehold tenure (section 21 (1) 
(a) ), and the freehold into which the copyhold is converted becomes 
the reversion immediately expectant on the lease, and the rents 
reserved, &c., become incident to the reversion (section 21 (3) ). 





What more can a tenant want who has leased for a sufficiently 
long teri to enable his lessee to extract, under the powers granted by 
the lease, all the minerals included therein ? 

If considered of sufficient interest, I shall be glad to hear the 
editorial views, or those of correspondents in ‘ 

A CoprHonp TENANT. 





SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—With reference to the point raised by “CO. & 8.” [ante, p. 25), 
the first question to be answered seems to me to be, t is ‘‘the 


ttled ” P—for it is only th cipal value of that propert 
which ag ts with the “ walidereeat™ estate duty (s. 5\l) (a)}. 
property comprised 


By section 22 (1) (h) “settled property means 


in a settlement. j 
legacies and directing payment 


When, then, a testator, after givi i i 
of his debts and the duties payable on his death, settled the net 
” consists of that net 


residue of his estate, ‘‘ the ed 
residue only, namely, that part of his estate which remains after 
payment of all the sums payable out of his estate, | virtue either of 
the will or the general law, in priority to the gift of the net residue. 
The “settled property,” cannot, therefore, be held to include the 
sums expended in payment of testator’s ‘‘ voluntary” debts, or the 
estate duty, any more than it includes the . There is happily 
no enactment (similar to that in section 2) the settled 
shall be ‘‘deemed to include” something that it does not in fact 
include. 

The fallacy underlying the letter of the Inland Revenue Board is 
that they apply section 7 (1) (which, if it has any application to 


the present question, by is open - ae _~ applies for the 
ur of determining the principa ue O property 
ine cumvisian the obviously prior question, What does the ‘‘ a 


roperty” consist of ? 

I think the construction I offer is not only just, but is entirely 
consistent with the Act. . 8. 
November 12. 





ORDER 14, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to your recent note in ‘‘ Current Topics,” I should 
feel greatly obliged if either you or any of your readers could give me 
the authority for the issue of a summons before the judge for costs. 
I have always understood, and in this respect my opinion has been 
confirmed by competent common law men, that if the amount of the 
debt be accepted without the costs, the latter cannot afterwards be 
obtained. Common Law. 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

[See observations under heading ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. 8. J.) 





THE LAWYER’S COMPANION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,—We notice in your issue of to-day’s date that in reviewing our 
“Lawyer's Companion” you describe it as two days to a page. We 


beg to draw your attention to the fact that we issue nine di t 
sizes, and enclose list giving i : 3 
We shall be much obliged by you men this in your next 
issue, Stevens & Sons 
Purser, Director). 


119 and 120, Chancery-lane, W.C., Nov. 10. 
[The observations, of course, referred to the issue before us.— 
Ep. S. J.] 





THE OLDEST MEMBER OF THE PROFESSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I see frequent references in columns to “the oldest 
member of the profession.” It may your readers to know 
that Mr. Frank Raynes, of Bawtey, near bere, who was sdmitted 
Easter Term, 1822, is still alive, and, about ninety-five 

of age, still rides to hounds. He took rah wegen Maptom on Hs 
recent] on 1886, whan he al Ree et a profession. 
Sheffield, Nov. 13. ‘ARD BRAMLEY. 


ts 











* As to the provisions of section 21 1) (a see section 81 of the hold 1841 (4 
& 5 Viet. ¢. 35).—Ep. 8. J, ‘che bo Copy held Act, 1061 ( 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


NEPTUNE STEAM NAVIGATION CO. v. SCLATER AND PROCTER—No. 
1, 8th November. 


County Covrr—Apmirautry—Arrgat To Apurranty Drviston—JuDGMENT 
ror Lass THAN £50—No Secunrry crven ror Costs—Covnty Courts 
Apmigatty Junisvicrion Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 26, 31— 
Counry Counts Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vror. c. 43), s. 120. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff company from a judgment of a 
divisional court of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, sitting 
in Admiralty (consisting of the President and Barnes, J.), reversing a 
judgment of the judge of the Sunderland County Court, by which he held 
that the — were entitled to damages in respect of one day’s deten- 
tion of their ship 7he Delano. The amount claimed in the action was 
£49 198. 6d. The defendants, who were the consignees of a bill of lading, 
appealed‘ to the Divisional Court on a question as to the constructicn of 
one of the clauses contained in the bill of lading, but no security was 
given: for the costs of that appeal. The Divisional Court allowed the 
iy and ordered judgment to be entered for the defendants. The 

tiffs now took the objection before the Court of Appeal that, by 
virtue of sections 26 and 31 of the County Courts ‘Admiralty Jurisdiction 
Act, 1868, the Divisional Court had no jurisdiction to entertain the appeal 

the county court. Section 26 enacts as follows: ‘‘An appeal may 
be made to the High Court of Admiralty of England ’’— now represented 
by the Admiralty Division—‘‘ from a final decree or order of a county 
court in an admiralty cause, and, by permission of the judge of the county 
court, from any interlocutory decree or order therein, on security for costs 


being first given, and subject to such other provisions as General 
Orders si .” By section 31, ‘‘No appeal shall be allowed 
unless the amount decreed or ordered to be due exceeds the sum 
of fifty ds.” On _ the of the defendants it was 


argued the appeal was rightly brought from the county court 
under section 120 of the Coun Courts 4 1888, which, in general 
terms, allows an appeal to brought from any judgment or 
order of a county court on a point of law, provided that, in the 
case of an action of contract or tort, the debt or damage claimed 
shall exceed twenty pounds. The following cases were cited: The Forest 
Queen (L. R. 3 A. & E. 299), The Falcon (3 P. D. 100), The Eden (1892, 
P. 67), The Humber (9 P: BD: 12), Phe Cashmere (15 P. D. 121), The Hero 
(1891, P. 294). 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorrs and Rioexy, L JJ.) held that 
the Divisional Court had jurisdiction to hear the appeal, though the 
amount in dispute was under £50 and no security Tor costs had been 

ven. Sections 26 and 31 of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction 

1868, and section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, could 

stand together. The result was that, where a party to an 
action tried on the Admiralty side of a county court was dissatisfied on a 
point of law, he could, under section 120 of the Act of 1888, supe with- 
out the necessity of giving any security for costs, even though the amount 
which he had been ordered to pay was between £20 and £50; but that, 
where he desired to appeal on a question of fact, the Act of 1868 still 
applied, and he was therefore bound to give security, while, if the 
amoont'of the judgment was less than £50, he would not be entitled to 
appeal at all.—Counsei, 7. Willes Chitty, and F. Newbolt; Hugh Boyd. 
Boricrrors, Downing, Holman, § Co., for Pinkney § Bolam, Sunderland; 
Roucliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Cooper § Goodger, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TAYLOR v. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAIL- 
WAY C0.—No. 2, 9th November. 


Paractica—Costs—Action rounpgp on Contract or Tort—County Courts 
Acr, 1888, s. 116. 


from a taxing master’s order referred to the Court 
t. J. e action was Drought in the Hig ry 
P the above railway company for damages. The 
statement of claim set out that the plaintiff was on the 6th day of May, 
1894, a passenger on the defendants’ railway, and was entering a com- 
— of a train at a station of the defendants when a porter of the 
endants negligently shut the door of the compartment and crushed the 
plaintiff’s thumb, and that by the defendants’ negligence the plaintiff 
suffered great pain and was prevented from following his employment. 
The plaintiff obtained a verdict for £20, and judgment was given for that 
sum with costs. Upon taxation the master only allowed costs on the 
county court scale; holding that the action was founded on contract. 
From this decision the plaintiff a ed, asking that costs should be 
taxed on the High Court scale. e question at issue was whether the 
action was founded on contract or on tort, and it turned upon the 
construction of the County Courts Act, 1888, s which is as follows : 
any action Drought in the High Court which could 
in a county court the following provisions shall 
apply : (1) If in an action founded on contract the plaintiff shall recover 
less than £20 he shall not be entitled to any costs of the action, and 

shall recover a sum of £20 or upwards, but less than £50, he shail not 
be entitled to any more coste than he would have been entitled to if the 
it in a county court; (2) If in an action founded 

plaintiff shall recover a sum less than £10 he shall not be 
to any costs of the action; and if he shall recover a sum of £10 or 


This was an a 





but less than £20, he shall not be entitled to any more costs than | 


he would have been entitled to if the action had been brought in a county — 


Tus Cover (Livpuey and A. L, Surru, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Liyotey, L.J.—The question as to whether the plaintiff is entitled to © 


his full costs or not upon section 116 of the County Courts Act, 
1888. [His 1 read the section, and continued :—] Now if this 
action falls within the first clause, if it ought to be regarded as an action 
founded on contract, then the plaintiff is only entitled to county court 
costs. If, on the other action falls within the second clause— 


hand, 
that is to say, if it is an action founded on tert, then there would be 


nothing to q the plaintiff’s right, and. he would get his full costs, 
for the learned j has made no certificate depriving him of his right to 
costs. We are driven, therefore, to consider whether, adopting the 


language of the Act, this action brought by the plaintiff is an action 
founded on tort or on contract. The lan of the Act is a little 
peculiar. I need not go into the history of it; I merely observe that the 
classification which is made by the lature is confined to actions 
Court which might have been commenced in the 

county court, and those two sub-divisions exhaust the whole of that class 
of actions, and each excludes the other. That gives rise to the difficulty, 
here. We no longer have to consider forms of actions, but we are com- 
— by the Legislature to put every action which can be brought 
the county court but is ught in the High Court into one 

or the other of those two categories. Every one who has studied 
the English law will know perfectly well there is a debateable 
ground between torts and contracts. There are what are called quasi- 
contracts and quasi-torts; and it is sometimes not easy to say whether a 
cause is founded on contract or on tort. Very often you put it either 
way; but here we are compelled to draw the hne hard and fast, and put 
every one of the actions in one category or the other. I have looked into 
the authorities, but itis only necessary, as I to do, to refer to 
those cases which bear upon the true construction of this Act of Parlia- 
ment. I do not think anything would be gai now by going into the 
older learning about the forms of actions. e have to consider this Act 
of Parliament, and the only cases which are of any importance and assis- 
tance as enabling us to construe the Act, are these cases which have been 


p : 
tv. Hesher (3 OC. P. D. 389); 
land Reslogy Co. (3 Q. B. D. 23 pale Meany B von be cre wit the 
i " . B. D. 23); the next year 

i) 


ere was i] 


case ing Vv. The Manchester, 8 and Lincolnshire Railway (4 
Q. B. D. ST" Having’ k it 
necessary to go into them) it ap to me that this is an action founded 


on tort, and the conclusion to w! I have arrived 1s based Upol Wiese 
feasons. That which caused the injury was not an act of omission, it was 
not a mere non-feasance ; it was not merely the not taking such care of 
the plaintiff as by the contract the defendants were bound to take, but it 
was an act of misfeasance—it was positive in jamming his 


E 


he would have to prove would be that he was lawfully on the premises 
railway company, and the contract is merely a 
case. I do not think it wonld be , Without running con- 

the reasoning of the Court of Appeal in the case of Bryant v. Her- 
. D. 389), which reversed the decision of Denman, J., and my- 
same case, to hold that within the meaning of the County 
an action founded on contract as distinguished from 
which Mr. Russell of Alton v. The Midland 
B. N. 8. 213, 237), at first appears to présent some 
the first place that case was not like this, and in the 


next place it has been criticized and commented upon somewhat adverse! y 
I do not say i overruled— quite an: matter ; but it is 
I prefer to base my decision on what I consider to be the true construction 
of the Act of Parliament in this case. Therefore, I come to the conclu- 
sion that this ap ought to be allowed, with costs here and below. 

A. L. Surra, L.J., concurred.—Counsgs., Morton Smith; C. A. Russell. 
Sonscrrors, Indermaur § Brown, for Gardner § Son, Manchester; Cunliffes 
$ Davenport, for R. Lingard Monk, Manchester. 

{Reported by C. F. Duxcan, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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McILQUHAM v. TAYLOR—No. 2, 13th November. 


Conrract—Construction—Covenant To Transrer ‘£1,000 Worrs or 
Snares.” 


Ap from the decision of Stirling, J., dated the 7th of August, 1894. 
Bya executed on the 2nd of December, 1892, the defendant covenanted 
within twelve months from that date ‘‘to pay the sum of £1,000 to, 
hand over to or otherwise transfer into the names of the plain‘iffs 


worth of full up’ shares in a my to be formed by = | 
: lod for wo certain mines, the capital — 
of such company not to £12,000.. The deed contained a recital that 


g 


the defendant had for a transfer to him of certain property therein 
mentioned for the sum of £2,000, the sum of £1,000 to be paid on the date 
of the said indenture, and the sum of £1,000, being the thereof, in 


fully -up shares in a company to be formed by the defendant. The 
m was stated to be (among other things) a covenant to form 
and to hand over to the plaintiffs £1,000 in fully 


The defendant formed 
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Tur Covert (Lord Harsnvey and Linpiey.and Riepy, L.JJ.) dismiesed 
the appeal. 

Lord Hatssury said that he had entertained no doubt in this case since 
he had read the covenant. The covenant was not ambiguous, and.therefore || 


learned judge, he held that the covenant was to transfer 
shares. It was vain to contend that under any other construction it was 
not necessary to strike out the word “‘ worth”’ It 


conflict with a well known rule of construction to strike out that word. or | 
He therefore Chpnaht Sa nea Se . 


to consider it inoperative. 
court below, was-right, on the short and simple ground 
was to transfer £1,000 worth of shares. 


‘the 
Luvpiay, L.J., concurred, and said that if the shares had gone up in 
value and the defendant had tendered a smaller number of shares worth |' 


£1,000, no one could have said that he had not satisfied his covenant. 


Riony, L.J., concurred.—Counsr., Hastings, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; 
Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Griffith Jones. iictrors, Daniel Jones, for A. 
J. Hughes, Aberystwyth ; R. Jenkins, for Smith, Owen, § Davies, Aberyst- 
wyth. 


[Reported by Anvotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


KEMP v. WRIGHT—No. 2, 5th November. 


Burtprse Socrsry—Instaument or Disso.utron—Lrasiiry or ADVANCED 
Mempers—Powsr To Vany—Bourtprve Socrerms Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vier. | 


co. 42), s. 32— Burnie Socrerres Acr, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier. co. 47), s. 10. 


Ap from the judgment of Kekewich, J. (reported 1894, 2 Ch. 462). 
The parte was an for the purpose’ of determining the rights 
liabilities.of the members of the Charing Cross ‘‘ Model Building ty,”’ 
which was dissolved by an instrument of dissolution dated the 1st of 
January, 1894, and @ pursuan the Building Societies 
Act, 1874. The society was a termina’ scully, Mnecenoried 
under the Act on the 20th of December, 1887. One q arose 

[5 whether or not the mortgagor members could be compelled, upon the 


Ez 


deed of dissolution taking effect, to pay up forthwith the 
balances due from them. These members were the 
defendant William Holyoake, whose m was respect of four 
shares and was in the usual form of the "s meetanens as provided 
that ‘‘ if the mortgagor should pay to the society all 
and other moneys which, according to the rules for the time of the 
society, should from time to time in respect of the said 
four shares, and should Gbserve and and 
the orn pag seg ae od con: ~% th 
proper receipt to orsed upon the mortgage 
mentioned, and thereupon the mortgage deed. should be vacated. Rule 
25 of the gociety’s rules provided that the principal of moneys advanced 
6 8 e hly instalments. ACKE ch, J. 
5 pd judgment on the day, 1894, and held that the mortgagor 
members could be compelled to pay up forthwith the respective balances 
due from them. The defendant Holyoake Pret The 
Build Act, 1894, was passed on the 25th ugust, 1894, 
Sec as follows : “‘ When a society under the Building 
Societies Acts is being dissolved or wound up, a member to whom an 
advance has been under sag meets Stas eee or under 
of the society shall not be to pay the a ble 
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the rules e amount payab: 
under the mortgage or other security or rules, Cxcept at the time or time 
and the conditions therein ¢ essed. hig section shall come 
inf Op mme p he passing of the Act.” Counsel for 


nmedia y aiter 

the appellant contended that there was nothing in the deed of dissolution 

to vary his obligation, which was to pay by instalments, and that, at any 

rate, the case came within section 10 of the Actof 1894. Coupsel for the 
respondent, who represented withdrawing members who had duly given 

notice of withdrawal, relied on Brownlie v. — (8 App. Oas. 235, 31 

W. BR. Dig. 28), and contended "That section 10 did not y to the 

ang case, where the dissolution of the society was 

fore the passing of the Act. 

Tae Covrr (Lord Herscuztt, C., and Loviey and A, L. Swrrn, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Herscuztz, 0., said it was contended that the liabilities of the 
advanced members had been altered, but he saw in section 32 of 
the Act of 1874, under which the dissolution had been 
deed of dissolution itself to shew that this result had been 
was said that, in the event of the society being wound up, the advanced 
members would have become liable to Pick up the balances of their debts 

‘orce 


ly over 











be very unjust, and, in the absence of authority, 
a right, existed. With regard to the Act 


10 ap - It was true the Act came into operation after the 
balances of their debts, and the Act said they 


at once; but he was unable to see the of that contention. 
up was in the nature of a vis major. All George Marsh, the 
to Be heard mip stitton the ¢ ap 


event it 
righ tne ul les me ; yy the uisite for 
the liabilities of the advanced members. His lordahip thought that would 
refused to that such 
1 thought 


Lanecar, ToJ.» cone, al said that the prinviple of Brownlie v,. 
d | Russell was not applicable to the present 
A. L. Surrn, LJ» Cometaa 
t | 7. R. Hughes; F. Thompson; W. 
Stephenson, 


case. 
Oozens-Hardy, Q.0., : 
e 4 Soxiorrors, +e am 
Thasmpeet: Alfred Liverpool; 2. J. Jones.¢ Co., Liverpool. 
“Reported by Anxou Govan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MAPLIN SANDS—No, 2, 7th November. 


Appel q ‘reported 38 Soxrcrrors’ 
»o- (re 
report of a referee on the ground of improper rejection of 


‘fore, be refused. 

; Laypiey and > Surrn, Lan Sn mon Haldane, ey 
‘and H. Terrell ; ington, ¥ Sheldon. So1icrrons, Lumley 
Lumley ; Fowler, Porke, Hopkinson, $ 0o., for Stamford $ Metcalfe, Bradford 


[Reported by C. F. Dowcax, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division, 
Re PIBRCY, WHITWHAM v. PIERGY—North, J., 6th November. 
Wri—Sarpoian Lanp—Trstator pomrcruap mx Ewguann.. 





his 
and sister in equal shares. But the said ator dicted one-half of 
ang ieee 0 ee St Shane his.or her 
life, with remainder to his or her child op children. at. twenty-one, with 
gifts over in case of the dante, of aay snci ShES ahem issue 
whole of the brother’s share was directed to be ape, eanlian Sey 
The testator authorised his trustess to postpone the sale and. conversion, 3 
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(Reported by G. B. Hammtom, Bazrister-at-Law. ) 


Re THE NATIONAL PROVINGIAL BANK OF ENGLAND AND MARSH'S 
CONTRACT—North, J., 10th November. 
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but the advanced members had not. as yet. been meer? ye <2 Se 
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44 Nov. 17, 1894. 
shall not be required, investigated, or objected to.’’ At the auction a oe ont 
Mr. Bowsey is said to have stated that he was entitled to the property Winding-up Cases. ye 
pam ag aa,’ he pecneckr ng cme el vcanh tor asi6, THE HUDDERSFIELD BANKING (0. (LIM.) v. HENRY LISTER & SON owl 
whe dqncd the contract and paid £31 10s. on deposit. Whe shuteast eam. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 10th November. def 
with a conveyance in fee of the hereditaments from Miss Elizabeth | Consent OnDER—MisTake—AGREEMENT—MORTGAGE—F IxTURES —FIXTURES me 
¥ Devi, to ote = it oe in the recitals that Miss get pensetenel AFFIXED TO FREEHOLD—DEBENTURES. _ 
° under whom the purchasers claimed, was seised in fee simple. -named bank : 

The #’s solicitors, from information acquired aliunde, objected to Pe nod —— —— ny She chews looms for o declaration that & ve 

the on the ground that the vendors could only make out an indefeasible - yo e 17th of 5 re 
title to a life interest, and required the concurrence of another party at mart Te aiveh wader @ mis and that such ine 
the vendor’s as the only condition on which they would complete. | | Spmpepet-e-—liccs epee . erie F’employ of tho wi 
Re nanmeean tates hon Midors Ted been aware of the facts on which | oficial receiver, and that the looms belonged to them; and they also tha 
tion, on the ground that the 8rd. condition preclud od the purchas : tae asked for an order that so much of the order as contained their ——— to 
to the earlier title on the ground of defects discovered aliunde. ise astEnOSe =F EE — oont were the 2 oe 
The relied on Hume y. Bentley (5 De G. & Sm. 520). On behalf of following prey pee sand brought P t the defendant company in her 
soak he id by 190) nore ei ap ah es fermarpetibtircas andi <t i debenture-holders, and the liquidator of the defendant ial 
tenons 4 which was uidation, was a) receiver. e ban 
Norru, J., held, after considering the cases, that 2m the condition of the plaintiffs ~ the saeaae action, were ry parties to the debenture - ; P Gi 
gale the purchaser was not ou eb he_ objection, an :- 5 ‘ holders’ action, and setned ontain looms in geet onounted by the< om ai 
* a —— VOUNEEL, D. D. M0gtrs ; DeCaumont. as mortgagees under mortgages whic y alleg a an 
Soxtcrrous. Robins, Hay, Waters, § Lucas, for H. 8. § 8. Watts, Yeovil; ef had become entitled to all fixed ails’ end machinery on the | Ma 


Wilde, Berger, § Moore, for Bell ¢ Freame, Gillingham. 
[Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DEBNEY v, ECKETT—Stirling, J., 8th November. 


Wrui—Bzavest or Restpve or LeaszHotp Prorerry to TRusTEES UPON 
cgrTaIn Trusts—Reparrs—Income—Corpvs. 


ourned summons. The testator Thomas Debney, by his will, dated 
ts) " = ueathed (inter alia) all the residue of his lease- 
perty, whatsoever and wheresoever, to his trustees upon 
e rents and profits thereof, and_to pay thereout certain 
legacies.and annuities, and he directed his trustees, Betore making any 
ts on account of the annuities so bequeathed, to discharge and pay 

out of the said rents and profits “‘ all the costs, charges, and expences in- 
my said trustees in the performance of the trusts of this my 

[ will, should not remain, after such payments as last- 
mentioned a sufficient balance to pay all the annuities in full, he further 
directed that the said anauities should abate proportionately and be paid 
rata, and, after the death of all the annuitants, he, the testator, gave 
us of the said ieaschold and other property over. The testator died 
, leaving leasehold property of considerable value, and in 1850 a 
commenced in the Court of Chancery to administer the estate. 
me portions of the leasehold property were sold by order 
the proceeds of the sales paid into court. In 1892 the 
8. property, part of the testator’s residuary leasehold 
yet unsold, gave notice to the trustees to put the said pro- 
repel, in accordance with the covenants in the lease under 
. The trustees complied with the notice, and in so doing 

sum of money, greater in fact than the value of the residue 
of the lease then unexpired. There was an intestacy 
the gift over, and the next of kin were consequently en- 
in remainder, the testator having left no real estate. This 
summons in the administration suit aforesaid taken ovt by the 
Debney, on behalf of herself and all other annuitants, 

of the testator for an order (inter ala) that the cost of the 
ibove mentioned should be paid out of the fund in court, proceeds 
sale of leasehold estate of the testator. Counsel for the plaintiff 
annuitants contended that these expenses should come out of 
were extraordinary expenses. The expression ‘* costs, 
”’ referred only to the ordinary periodical expenses 

t the trust. The cost of the repairs was greater than the 
residue of the lease, and hence it would be unfair to throw s0 
in upon the income, They cited a Cole v. Courtier 
34 Ch. D. 136) and Re Baring, Jeune v. Baring (41 W. R. 87; 
Counsel for the next of kin contended that the charges 
by income. They wete ordinary expenses arising under 
covenants in the lease to repair. Re Courtier and Re Baring were to be 


case. 
was to the trustees 
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charged w payment of Costs, 
p , a8 was the case in Re Baring in t of the 
residue part of Kekewich, J.’s judgment dealing with the 
residue was in favour of this view. 
Srtatm0, J.—I think these expenses are payable out of income. 
the duty of the trustees to keep the property in good tepalt trom time to 
qstee for such repairs out of rents and profits, the annuities 
abating ay. 


necessary. The fact that the Ede have S se done at one 
‘ me _time does not the question as to what fund oug 


par t PN C cen in & dilmApidatea save o TC h 
might have made a difference, bearing in mind the 


_ decision in Re Courtier, but there is nothing to shew that this was the 
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case. ecg these as I wan Ary fogs case falls Bee 
Kekewich, J.’s t aring (1893, ., at p. 65), that t 
cued “ene , and expenses of the trust’’ includes the cost 


of repairs of this nature ; and, mgr ere! I shall make no order on this 
part of the summons. Summons .—CovnseL, Grosvenor Woods, 
@:C., and Methold; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Fooks; Arthur Morton. 
Soxtcrrons, Johnson $ Masters ; Hughes § Sons. 


‘ (Reported by Anruvuz Monrox, Barrister-at-Law.} 


premises. The debenture-holders considered that the looms were loose : I 




































































































chattels, and compriced in their security. To determine this question a whi 
su in the debenture-holders’ action, in which the per 
bank appeared, and an order was e of October, 1892, wh 
with the consent of the bank (the present plaintiffs), that the machinery mal 
should be sold, and the proceeds of sale paid to the receiver. The looms this 
were then sold, and the proceeds of sale were in the hands of the receiver. cles 
The bank afterwards discovered, as they alleged, that the looms were tra) 
fixtures, and covered by rtgages, and took out a summons that tiff 
the consent order sho’ aside, on the ground 0 ake. sec 
On appea ams, J. (who decided thi “no F oft 
jurisdiction), t the bank should be at liber ng i in | 
such action as they on inst she 
t née compa y A e Bde B rec 
VavcHan Wixu1aMs, J., said that on the evidence he was satisfied that an 
the looms were affixed to the freehold by the manufacturers when they : set 
were delivered to the company, and the plaintiffs were therefore entitled a pas 
to the relief they sought. Assuming that the order was based on mutual,/ the 
mistake, the law would be in a very lamentable state if such an orde of 
SOIAlly IF no one had bee 3 th the 

OFFeCtion. y te tifftertty of 

bringing : it 

although the consent order j fro 

; ; wh 

Or airy fround nich Ora | usu in setting 2 4 & re 
or as only the el p pre nt oe Pp 4 oa 
could therefore set it aside. Again, it was said that the mistake resulted py 
from the fraud of ns who were not before the court, and Dvranty’s : 
cease (28 L. J. Ch. Fi was relied on to shew that on that ground the order t 
could not be set in the present action. That case did not support pr 
pla t if arty had been in- § ,-) th 

ould hy ali 

d him { It was im- Bu 

5 hose uu ne Wisse ie een Drougnh about. In his Ur 
opinion there had been no compromise. The question remained whether pli 
the looms were fix comprised in the mortgages. Though the ne 
propert e said he should treat it Were frechord, th 
and —COounszEL, ‘ba 
Cooper is, Q.C., an Z , @-U., and A. Young. SOLICITORS, ov 
Tlife, Henley, § Sweet, tor Laycock, Dyson, § Laycock, Huddersfield ; Ramsden, : M 
Ratcliffe, § Co., for Ramsden, Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield. 3 an 
| Reported by V. pr 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. ] ig ju 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 2 * 

RHODES v. MOULES—C. A. No. 2, 12th November. a pr 
Sourcrrors— Fravp or Partvern — Laanmiry oy Firm — Apparent 4 34 
AvrHortry—Parryersuip Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 39), e. 11. pe 
Appeal from the ———- of Kekewich, J., dismissing the action against Bm 
all the defendants. © plaintiff Rhodes was a landowner in North- ii 
amptonshire, and brought this action against two classes of defendants—(1) Cl 
his mortgagees, Mrs. Moules and her son, E. R. Moules, and (2) Messrs. th 
Hughes & Masterman, a firm of solicitors. In 1891one Rew was a partner be 
in the firm of Hughes & Masterman, and in that year the plaintiff, who th 
was a client of the firm, consulted Rew with the view of obtaining a loan b} 
of 


of £6,000 upon mortgage of his Northamptonshire estate. mepengeet 

were found in Mrs. Moules and her son, who were also clients of Hughes, . 3 
Masterman, & Rew, and who advanced the money out of funds in their 4 
hands as trustees. The transaction was entirely carried out by Rew, who | 
procured himself to be added as joint mortgagee. Rew represented to the 

plaintiff that the defendants Moules regarded the security as insufficient 

and required collateral security. The plaintiff sony! handed to 

Rew twenty-eight share warrants or bonds of the De Beers Consolidated 

Mines (Limited), each share warrant ten shares of £5 each, 

and oon ee aoe eee 
b over 





et tat these shares were to be 
to him in consequence of an arratigement he had made with 
the mortgagees. The mortgagees 


never required any additional security, - 
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and neither they nor Rew’s partners had any knowledge of the circum- 
stances under which he obtained possession of these warrants. In 1893 
Rew absconded, having realized the shares and applied the proceeds to his 
own use, and the mortgage having in the meanwhile become vested in the 
defendants Mrs. Moules and her son solely The plaintiff then com- 
menced the present action, in which he claimed, as against the Moules, 
redemption of the freehold property comprised in the mortgage and also 
of the twenty-eight De Beer share warrants, which, he alleged, had been 
received by Rew on their behalf. gainst Hughe terman 


plaintiff claimed, in the alternative, 
Hughes, Masterman, & Rew, acti 
he Share Warreirys 2) 


Bquired by way ateral 66 y tor fhe 1 debt, and 

that the firm were guilty of a breach of duty to the in 
to the said share w and that such det Were jo e 
tle oe ar en oa WE 





































. 2 | sus eG reason 0 ne miss 
by Rew while a partner with the defen ughes & Masterman. 
Kekewich, J., dismissed the action against all the defendants The 


plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Hzerscuett, C., and Linpuey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal so far as it related to the defendants Mrs. Moules 
and her son, and allowed the appeal as against the defendants Hughes & 
Masterman. 

Lord Henscuztt, C., said that this was one of those painful cases in 
which, whatever judgment was given, the loss must fall on some innocent 
person who had in no way contributed to it. The first question was 
whether Rew’s partners, Messrs. Hughes & Masterman, were liable to 
make good the loss to the plaintiff. Before stating the particular facts of 
this case it was necessary to refer to some former transactions. It was 
clear that the firm of solicitors had acted for the plaintiff in some previous 
transactions. In 1889 the 280 De Beer shares were handed by the plain- 
tiff to Rew, and were by him transmitted to some brokers, who, upon the 
security of them, made an advance to the plaintiff. This loan was paid 
off in November, 1890. On the 29th of October, 1890, Rew wrote a letter 
in the name of the firm to the plaintiff, sending him an account, which 
shewed payments made to the firm on behalf of the plaintiff, and cash 
received by the firm on his behalf. One of the items was for negotiating 
and procuring the loan. On the 10th of November that account was 
settled by a payment made to Rew in thename ofthe firm. The account was 


passed through the books of the firm, and the firm received payment for 
the work which had beendone. His lordship then stated the tances 
of the mortgage to the Moules, and said the question was whether, under 











the circumstances, the solicitors’ firm were liable for the misappro 
of the shares by Rew. It ¥ gued that the ere ble 
it was _heyond e scope of th 
from a client in this way, & 
what he did, were not liable for his act. 
previous occasions the firm had acted 


riation 
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7 ng 
paid off. p 
it clear that t frat rm. Hé TTiot 
prepare gay, even » it would be outside 
the scope of the businers of a solicitor, when negotiating a loan for a 
client, to receive securities from him for ion to another client. 
But it was not necessary now to decide this point ees matter of law. 











RIMSMIssion to the lend 





fers of the 
d ee G o the » nsacti 
have been on all fours with the previous ones. But they were not handed 
over, for Rew represented that he had the authority of his clients, the 
Moules, to hold the shares for them. That was a matter between Rew 
and those clients. For these reasons, apart from any authority of decided 
cases, his lordship was unable to see any reason why the plaintiff was not 
justified in considering that this transaction was one with the firm of 
solicitors, which rendered the other partners, as well as Rew, liable to 
him. This liability was, of bject to the fu uestion whether 













Tr Ss & Maste nh relie 
pally on the case of Cleather v. 1 (33 W. R. 435, 28 Ch. D. 
340), which, they said, had es hed that it was not part of the busi- 


ness of a solicitor to hold se 9 bearer for his client for safe 
custody. That decisi i che present case because bere 











iti 






shares were 
his en curity fo 





Bowen, 






Cleather ¥. m the late Jey 8 3 

the firm to which Parker belonged in respect of the 

bonds by Parker. This is conceded to be beyond the ordinary scope of 
the business of solicitors, though, of course, it may be brought within it 


by special circumstances. Therefore proof must be given by the plaintiffs 
of some fact or facts, some circumstance or train of circumstances, which 
are more consistent with the view that it had become firm business, 
all events, which would lead the 

business. Was fot suliicient evidence there e busi- 
iiéss was firm business. It could not be said that it was held asa matter 
of law that the custody of the bonds was beyond the ordinary of the 
business of solicitore, when that point was conceded, The on must 
have depended on the special circumstances. It seemed to his lord 
that the most that that decision amounted to was this—that Parker 
teken charge of the bonds for the client, not as a member of the firm, but 
1s an individual. And Bowen, L.J., also said: *“‘The real question is 





or, at 
firm 
The 


whether in letters for which the firm are responsible 

used which would j the in assuming that 
was the custody of the firm.” It was difficult to see in 
how it could be doubted that the mode of 
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I do not doubt that as to any 

received by Parker for distribution t 

to the bonds, they were not received for 

for safe custody long before the distribution began.” His 

see no reason br thinking that, if circumstances like those of 

case had been before the court > 

arrived at a conclusion different from that 

arriving. Then it was said that the defendan' 

see tenet tpn may oes iar 
ey could not on repay it 

him the shares as well as the mortgaged a ope 

this claim the plaintiff must pot () that 

the shares for the Moules; and (2) that he 

His lordship was not satisfied that 

shares for the Moules. He induced 

but _ anger a different — The yor eth ip 4 —_— 

joined himself as a rete t or 

told the plaintiff that the Moules req f . 

never said anything of the kind. had never 

the shares for them. It was that had 

Exchange transactions, and that peony f he sold 

appropriated the proceeds. In the absence 

be satisfied that Rew ever intended to hold the 

If he did, there was no evidence of 

was said that he had a ral 
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clusion. As the lenders never knew that the shares had been received by 
Rew, it would be somewhat extravagant to hold that pres, Ree liable to 
replace them. His lordship could not hold that they were to do so 


Linpxey, L.J., in the course of Scie & Men ee he would 
first take the case made Hughes who were 
partners. The law applicable to the case against them was thus stated in 

tion 11 of the Partz Act. 1890:—*‘‘In the following cases, (a) 
whe! fe partner, ac cope of his apparent ¢ 















of a third person and the m Drop 

one or more of the hile it is in the of the firm, the firm 
is liable to make good the loss.” _ The facts this case within this 
enactment. Rew, Hughes, and Masterman were , and 
tainly was acting in his transactions with the asa 
firm. The plaintiff wanted to borrow money on some 
amptonshire, and he applied to Rew solicitor 
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1 them with Rew. At the same time executed 
gage of the land referred to, and left that also with Rew. 
transaction was an ordinary business transaction, and such 
were in the daily habit of conduocti  . ‘ VOryUa | ‘ 

solicitor to act for both borrower and lend im @ mortgage transactic 
ind to receive from the er the money to De jens} 
oTuer tv hand Oo nim: ud fo receive from the borre 
SCurities On which the money | ised, and to keep those 
lender until he wants them oF ait 


ot gu 1891, the plaintiff obtained 
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no authority for this Ne Ee oe etis b ee 

















nen oe Pe 4 


‘Bhs: 





So Se 




















46 THE §SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 17, 1894: 





a 





the pleiatiff’s share certificates for them, and with their authority, and 
that his receipt was their ee and that they were consequently liable 
for their value. It was abundantly plain that Rew purported to act for 
them in this matter. Kekewich, J., a ed to have thought that the 
Moules could not have ratified what he did. He could not agree with the 
learned irdge on that point. In his ion the Moules could have 
ratified Rew’s acts, and have held the certificates as part of their security, 


been so minded. But they never did, and of course they 
all interest in the certificates when they knew the facts. Rew’s 
to act for them in this matter wasnot proved ; and his lordship’s 
usion from the evidence was that he had no such authority. The 
never knew anything about the shares until Rew absconded. They 
had agreed to lend money on the plaintiff’s Northamptonshire estates ; 
poe Bae mgnencene Rew to act for them in that matter. When he got 
the plaintiff's certificates no document was ever signed to shew that they 
were part of the Moules’ eecurity. It was eaid that the Moules left every- 
to Rew; but “everything” was « large and vague word. No 
doubt they left him to manage everything incidental to carrying out the 
mortgage which they authorized; but they never left him free to accept 
as a eecurity anything more than, or different from, the mortgage which 
they had wed. The agency in this case was not, in his lordship’s 
opinion, established, and, there having being no ratification, there was no 
liability. The appeal must therefore be dismissed with costs as against 
the Moules; but it must be allowed with costs, both here and below, as 
against Masterman and Hughes; and they must be declared jointly and 
severally liable for oy me of the shares the oe of which Rew 
misappropriated, and there must, if necessary, an inquiry as to that 
value, and Masterman and Hughes must be ordered to om it 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., delivered a written judgment, in which he concurred. 
—Covunszet, Warmington, Q.0., and Dibdin ; Marten, Q.C., and Boome ; Sir 
R. Webster, Q.0., Renshaw, Q.C., and Dickinson. Soxicrrons, Bridges, 
Savwtell, Heywood, Ram, § Dibdin; Hempson § Elgar; Janson, Cobb, $ 
Pearson, 
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[Reported by Anno_p Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Lancoun’s-1nn HA. 


The Council have made the following appointments of readers and 
it readers :— 

Constitutional Law, English and Colonial, and Legal History—reader, 
J. P. Wallis, Esq. 

Roman Law and Jurisprudence, and International Law, Public and 
Private-reader and assistant reader (appointment postponed till 


. 


December 
The og of Real and Personal Property and Conveyancing—reader, 


Sir H. W. El me, Bart.; assistant reader, John Gent, Esq. 
law and —reader, Edmund Robertson, .; assistant reader, 
J. A. Hamilton, Esq.; reader, A. Hopkinson, Esq., Q.C.; assistant 


. Saunders, Esq. 
Bridence, Procedure, Civil and Criminal, and Criminal Law—reader, 


Esq. 
readers are appointed for three years, the assistant readers for one 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington in the chair. The other directors 
being Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), H. M. Cotton, G. R. 
Samuel Harris (Leicester), J. H. Kays, F. R. Parker, Henry 

, Sidney Smith, J. J. E. Venning (Devonport), F. T. Woolbert, 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £578 was distributed in grants of 
relief, twelve new members were admitted to the association, and other 


: 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Micwaztmas Examination, 1894, 
General Examination of Students of the Inns of Court, held at Gray’s- 
inn Hall on the 16th, 17th, 18th, and 19th of October, 1894. 
The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satisfactorily a public examination :— 
J Deania Beane Melville ‘Boner Henry ilingws b Bowie 3 
‘ames e enry Illi orth Bo , Joges- 
chandra Cheudhuri, David H ——, Paris Frederick ine. 
Eg wa Me mmgetomee est Henry Ford, John Marie Gatti, 
ohn Wharton Giasson, ogg A ay Gooch, John Herbert De 
Thorold oh oe e Walter Grant, Guy Wo 
, Bertram Hall, Joseph Ephraim Casely Bayford, 
Francis Hebron, Rowland Nicholas Hebron, Noel Charles Minchin 
owarth, Edward Bertram Hilton Kershaw, Perceval 


Trevor Gwyn Elliot Edward Grimwood Mears, Frederick 
Mmeoeh aie. Arthur Bell Wak Charles Henry Mortimer, William 


F 








Neilson, John Henry Brunel Noble, Robert Emilius Noble, Wyatt Paine, 

John Hope Percival, Archibald Read, Richard Sheepshanks, Arthur James 

De Gleichen Tettenborn, William Henry Wilson Theobald, William 

Chapman Waller, William Ralph Ward-Jackson, and Abraham Longdale 
ttaker, all of the Inner Temple ; 

John Adam, Ah Doe, Ghulam Mohiuddin Ahmad, Edgar Attkins, 
Dorabji Nusserwangi Bahadurji, Charles Barker, Frederick William 
Barry, Arthur Fitzgerald Bowen, Philip Nathaniel Browne, John Camp- 
bell, Joseph Herbert Cunliffe, Jyotis Ranjan Das, Henry Clissold Daven- 
port, Jivanlal — Desai, Kalanji Pragji Desai, Louis Lempriere 

bson, Martin liott, Godfrey Fetherstonhaugh, William St. John 
Francis - Williams, Nalinibhusahan Gupta, Harold William Hensman, 
William Houston, William Howard-Flanders, George Davidson Kempt, 
Charles Weller Kent, Eustace John Kitts, Antonius Francois Kock, Stanley 
Anderton Latham, Maurice Twisden La Thangue, Percival Chater Manuk, 
John Stuart Martin, Maung Kin, Edward James Naldrett, Harold Newell, 
Francis Charles Oppenheimer, Arthur Stanley Quick, William Rayden, 
John Ba Ren’ , Arthur Henry Riseley, Setalvad Chunilal Harilal, 
Joannes Jacobus Cornelis Biesman Simons, William Stuart Pass Skelding, 
Howard Villiers Smith, Arthur Francis Welby Solomon, Robert Franklin 
Stubbing, and Theodore Thomson, all of the Middle Temple ; 

Mir Aun Ali, Haridas Bose, William Edwin Brunyate, George Gordon 
Dickson, George Edward Foy, Kaikhosroo Adurji Ghaswalla, John Cook 
Gordon, Frederic Dewar Head, Edward John Heckscher, Mohomed Abdul 
Kabir, Jaffer Rahimtoola Kaderbhoy, d Vincent Le Bas, John 
Frederick Badger Moody, Eustace Stanley Paton, Umapada Roy, Radhika 
Prosad Sen, Charles William Vickers, and Hervey Wedgwood Vaughan 
Williams, all of Lincoln’s-inn ; 

Duni Chand, Louis Solomon Green, James Hodgson, John James 
Jackson, Janki Nath Koul, Frederick Sidney La Chapelle, Frederick John 
Lampard, Hemaieta Kiemar Mullick, Henry Justin Charles Pereira, 
ca = Pestonji, and Frederick Charles Frampton Stallard, ali of 

ray’s-inn. 


Ps following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
At eee 


Walter Macarthur Allen, Robert Frederic Bayford, James Bradbury, 
Robert James Burns, William Done Bushell, Walter Samuel Cohen, 
Frederick Joseph Coltman, William Thoma; Patrick Coyle, Richard 
Henry Creswell, Frederick Thorold Dickson, John Vipand Edmunds, John 
Llewelyn Davies Evans, Allan Maxcey Galer, Percy Carlisle Gilchrist, 
James B Gribble, Charles James H m, Thomas Isherwood, 
Edward ‘ord Joy, hen Hamilton Langton, Edward Henry Har- 
rington Maxwell, Cherles Albert McCurdy, Henry Seymour Moss-Blundell, 
George Herbert Norton, Jocelyn Pelham, Charles Harold Perrott, Bertram 
Fletcher Robinson, Mohamed Siddique, The Hon Arthur Sinclair, 
Herbert Kortwright McDonnel Sisnett, Arthur Edmund Spender, Walter 
James Lionel Stewart, Robert Holme Storey, and Charles Thornton, all 
of the Inner Temple ; 

Reginald Herbert Brade, Richard Geo: 
Sundar Dass, Joseph Jean Marie Gaston 
Santos, Frank Freeth, Le Maistre Gruchy, Ernest Edward 
Hi hreys, Thomas Harvey Jessop, Henry Bencraft Joly, Harry Bollen 
me nae John Robert Manners, B ja Rustomjee Mehta, Jean 

ae oe Melotte, a Mull, vag — =, — 
Robert Nightingale, Moung Oung, Charles onse tot, 
Rai Phaw, Das Seal, Thomas Joseph Saenamen, Launcelot 
Henloch Ay Stubbs, Horace Lo Thomas, Theodore Sykes 
Thomas, Mars Denham Warmington, and Granville Charles Hastings 
Wheler, all of the Middle Temple ; 

Arthur Melville wne, Gilbert Edmund Augustine Grindle» 
Muhammad Rayazul Hassan, Edward Burn Hawes, Henry Owen Joseph» 
Rahim Khan Karim Khan, George Edward Leon, Gerald Olare Mabonly 
Frederick William Mander, Arthur Henry Marshall, Philip Edward 
Percival, Alexander Pulcherie Pierre, Anant Ram, Egbert George Rand, 
Pestonjee Hormusjee Jamsedjee Rustomjee, Albert Edward Skinner, 
Ri Augustus Vaux, Hiram Wolcott Warner, Roger Eustace Wilbra- 
ham, and George Watkins Williamson, all of Lincoln’s-inn ; 

Leonard William Bangley, Edwin Augustus Durham, George Gregory 
Fisher, Samuel Flemming, Frederick Charles Goodwin, Samuel Hanna, 
George Reginald Helmore, James Graham Leslie, James Mason, and 
Thomas Josiah Thompson, all of Gray’s-inn. 


Temple Coventry, Lalla 
ye, Constantine Jose Dos 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Desatinc Socrsty.—November 6— Chairman, = 
Mr. OC. 


Law Srupents’ 
Halliday Harcourt.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this 
ee ee ee t London School Board.” 

erbert-Smith 


opened in the in the absence of Mr. T. Duncan. 
Mr. A. Hais in the negative, in the absence of Mr. L. Worthington 
Evans. The following members also t—Mesers. E. A. Bell, C. H. 


Anderson, E. H. Thirlby, and F. T. Arnold in favour of the resolution ; 
and Messrs. A. W. Watson, W.S. Henderson, and A. E. Clarke against 
lied on behalf of Mr. Herbert-Smith, who had 


it. Mr. N Chaplin 
been compelled to leave in the evening. The motion was lost by 
two votes. 


Nov. 13—Chairman, Mr. Nugent Chaplin.—The subject for debate was, 
‘‘That the case of the Art Union of London v. Overseers of Savoy (1894, 2 
decided.”” Mr. A. W. Watson opened in the 


ve. Mr. A. E. e opened in the negative (in the absence of 
Mr. Thirlby). Mr. 0. P. R. Young seconded in the affirmative. Mr. H. 
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Harcourt seconded in the negative (in Mr. T. Henry Jones’s goes 
The following members also spoke :—Messrs. Evans Austen and Ne’ 
Tebbutt in the affirmative, and Messrs. Tudor Lay and H. E. Miller in 
the negative. Mr. A. W. Watson having —~ the chairman summed 
up. The motion was carried by six votes. e subject for debate at the 
next meeting of the society on Tuesday, November 28, is, ‘That this 
society is of opinion that the unification of London for municipal purposes 
is desirable, and approves of the report of the recent commission.”’ 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orper or Court. 


Tuesday, the 6th day of November, 1894. 

I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancel- 
lor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the three eeveral actions men- 
tioned in the schedule hereto, shall be transferred from the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Chitty, the Honourable Mr. Justice North, and the Honour- 
able Mr. Justice Kekewich respectively, to the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams. 

ScuEDvULE, 
Mr. Justice Chitty (1894—G.—1726), 
Gillman and Spencer, Limited (Plaintiffs) y The Rizine Food Company, 

Limited (Defendants). 

Mr, Justice North (1894—B.—4278). 
George Burge and others (Plaintiffs) y W. Levett and Company, Limited 

(Defendants). 

Mr. Justice Kekewich (1894—P.—2332). 
Livian Francis Pearse and Emily Frances Morley, spinster (Plaintiffs) v 

C. J. Fox and Company, Limited, Alice Mary Houlder (married woman), 

and Messrs. Swepstone and Stone (Defendants). Herscugt1, OC. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Lord Cotzriner, Q.C., Mr. A. K. Loyp, Q.C., and Mr, Murr Macxenzrg 
have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of the Middle 
Temple, in succession to the late Lord Chief Justice Coleridge, the late 
Sir Kupert Kettle, and the late Mr. Trevelyan. 


Mr. Freperick Wii114mM Mriiuzr, of Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Miller is a Commissioner for Oaths and for 
taking Acknowledgments of Deeds for the State of New York, U.S.A. 

Mr. C. W. vz Lyons-Prxz, solicitor, of 37, Bedford-row, London, has 
been appointed a Commicsioner for Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ssoLurIons. 


Tuomas Hersert Watson and Joun Suarr Cuanner, solicitors (Wat- 
son & Channer), Lutterworth. November 3. [ Gazette, Nov. 9. 

Joun Henry Buriock, Joun Law Worrturnetox, and Francis Joseru 
Ae eral solicitors, Manchester. So far as regards the said John Henry 

Bullock. 

Henry Cooxr, James Braptey Cooxe, and Joun Henry Dunn, 
solicitors (Isaac Cooke, Sons, & Dunn), Bristol. Oct.29. So faras regards 
the said John Henry Dunn. The said Henry Cooke and James Bradley 
Cocke will continue to carry on the business in partnership together, under 
the style or firm of Isaac Cooke & Sons. 

Henry Fincuetr-Mappocx, Freperic Wri11am Suarrr, and WiLu1AM 
Henry Fivxcuert, solicitors (Finchett-Maddock, sea 7 2 & Finchett), 
Chester. Oct. 31. [ Gazette, Nov. 13. 





GENERAL, 


We are requested by Messrs. Gruggen & Williams to call fresh attention | 


to the warning contained in their letter which we printed last week (ante, 
p. 25). 

The members of the North-Eastern Circuit will entertain the Solicitor- 
General, Mr. Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., at a dinner at the Hétel Métropole 


wr neta January 12, in celebration of his recent appointment as a law 
olicer, 


We are informed that early in December next the Council of Legal 
Education will appoint three members of the General Board of Examiners. 
Applications ‘from gentlemen desirous of being appointed should be sent to 
phan fea the Council, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, Be 5 sree than Saturday, 1st 
of December. 


Mr. Lockwood has, says the World, resigned the position of standing 
counsel to the Jockey Club (in which he eucceeded the Lord Chief Justice), 
in consequence of his being appointed Solicitor-General, and he will be 
replaced by either Mr. Charles Mathews or Mr. G. H. Stretfield. The late 
Baron Martin was for come years standing counsel to the Jockey Club, 
and the post was held for a long time by Mr. Justice Hawkins ; and when 


he was raised to the bench a general retainer was given by the Stewards to 


the present Lord Chief Justice. 





A “Gone to Ee The -General 

of the Judges in 18 , cited in Vol. V. of the the new State Trials, 
whic waa me ene pe to 

a) * 
no evidence was given for the . Oe es tee een 
toa reply. . Baron ollock been 

pedal, segpet = Dip spr wy ery: Fayence me 
judges. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 




















ee ee ares tae Ga a tae Gael 
chasing or renting a house have en 
Besnined by on Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Resuensae-—er- 10, at 6, Park-street, Calcutta, the wife of K. 8. Bonnerjec, barrister- 
w, of a son. 
Ivaram.—Nov. 7, at Voltjoombe, Manblelg, eee Daren Sp wife of T. Lewis Ingram, 
“of the Middle Tar, @ son. 
bine ge peg Oe est Kensington, the wife of Joseph Harkness Tickell, barrister- 
at-law, of a * 
‘Witsox.—Nov. 9, at Eastwood, Bardwell-road, Oxford, the wife of R. W. Rankine 
Wilson, barrister-at-la 


w, of a son. 
DEATH. 
McLze..ax.—Nov. 11, at Rochester, William Francis McLellan, solicitor, eldest son o 
W. J. McLellan, of Rochester, solicitor, aged 82, ¥ 








Op anv Rane Fine Insurance yaw. &c., wanted to complete a 
mann by letter, to A. R, ? 76, Cheapside, London. 
Apvrt. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszetie.—Faipay, Nov. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep 1x CHANCERY. es 

Aceyce Dauzizu, Liuirep—Petn for winding presented Nov 5, directed to be heard 

Nov 21. Rooper & Whately, 17, Lémcols’s tam fileds, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovesamed not later than@'o'elock i’ tho afternooa of 

ov 


Cumpertanp Gotp Meares Co, ip Be dy required, mice bie Be it te 
send their names potai their debts or claims, 
Gated, lenield Howe Lemke Philpot, 12, Bedford row, solor for liquidator 
Homes Tz.ernoxe Co, Lamrrep —Creditors are Fo ay vie or 
Queen Vietorin et. = ea tar quate a mts 
Mayscuester Mixine Syxpicate, are required, on or before Dec 5, to 
enh fo he en ee of their debts or 
‘unro, 5, Cross 
NETHERLANDS pray Svumatea Tosacco Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
7s pent Oe oi and particulars of their debts or claims, 
ames A 
Srrev Bat Mayvuractrunixe Co, Laurrep—Creditors are on 
send their and 


vty FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Natioway Suipwricute’ Farexpty Socrery, 93, Mill st, Liverpool. Nov 3 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luurep—Peta ‘winding uy, presente directed to be 

Bamz Barus Horst, — for Nov 6, to 

ad Penk for Notice of 
a a ovst seach’ the hovenamed not ister than 6 o'clock fm the afternoon of 


‘ov 20 
Cenrrat Arzican Co, Luurep—Creditors are or before Jan 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their oe dain, 
‘Thomas F. Dalglish, Portland House, Basinghall st 
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Gatesutap ‘Som. Gomes Spmeee 19 Bons. On, Sesee—S dit i denen before 
Dec 27, to send their names and and particulars of th their debts or claims, to 
+ egal eee a st, Gateshead. ‘Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on 

atic Trae Co, may oy Sy re for winding up, presented Nov 8, direeted to 
heard on Nov 21. Vallance & Co, Lombard House, G yard, Lombard st, solors 

Mm teak of appearing maist reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 


Seer denmnamediGe, Taurtep—Petn for winding up ted Nov 9, directed 
to be heard on Noy 21. St Siasioneh, Wh demneta, neler for gainer. Notice of 
must reach the a’ ual as as tent o’clock in the afternoon of 


Ginineves Corrox oe pols pr = Co, ee are ae, on or before 


Chases Wil Na and addresses, and of their debts and claims, to 
Nasmith, 6 69, Princess st, ester. Ledgard, Manchester, solor for 


Roomy Mgernvn Sream axp Hovss Coat Contry axp Fis Brick Co, Linrrep—Peta 
for winding up, presented Nov 9, directed to be heard on Wednesday, Nov 21. Bell & 

Co, Ormond con, Genk Trini sy for Lewis, Cardiff, solor for petners. 
Notice of must reach & Co not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 


noon of Nov 
Rousse.t hapten pray axD Prixtixa Co, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before 
of their d debts or claims, to Elles 


Dec (oa their names, , and part 
Vague Dagoe Co, Liurrgp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send their 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Ball Ball, 1, 
Gouin Basinghall st. Maddisons, s Arms yard, solors for liquidator 
Wappinetoxs & Co, Liurrzp—Creditors are a , on or before Dec 25, to send their 
and and particulars of their debts or claims, to Daniel Stafford, Hyde, 
. Brownson, Hyde, solor for liquidator 


Usitunrep um CHancery. 

Sourn Strarrorpsuie Tramways Co—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 9, directed to 
heard ot Nov 21. Smiles ae 15, we igen gl 5 ‘or oa & Elliot, Wal- 

solors for petners. Notice of appearing reach Messrs. es & not later 

than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Noy 20 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Boswortn Op Faienpiy Socrery, Dixie Arms Hotel, Market Bosworth, Leics. Nov 3 
Cutie to Prosrzer Lover, National Independent Order of Odd Fellows Society, Accring- 


‘ov 
Exsw be PaivantTurorio Faizypiy Society, Vestry Room, Penuel Chap, Ebbw Vale, 








Tine 





if 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 2. 
Ayiure, Huon, West Dereham, Norfolk, Farmer Dec5 Custance vy Aylmer, North, J 
N Downham 


‘unn, et 
-Banuam Rrouarn, ——— Printer Nov 30 Pimm v Barham, Chitty, J Sweetland 
& Greenhill, Fenchurch me 
Burriverg, fo, Bedford, Soda Water Manufacturer Dec 3 Barker v Scotcher, Stir- 
Eva ICHARD Srantoy, Lowndes st, Esq Dec 8 Graham v Ford, Ktkewich, J Rawle, 
row 
Levy, ag ne, Wholesale Clothier Dec7 Levy v Levy, North, J Ward, 
Litt, = Lr Cumberland, Labourer Nov 30 Burton v Little, North, J 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, Nov. 6. 
Beastey, Hexry, York st, Westminster, Builder Dec 7 Smith v Balchin, Chitty, J 
Churton st, Pimlico 
Buren, ae senr, Bartholomew close, Weaver Dec 10 Yellowley v Burgh, Keke- 
Ha Epwarp Liverpool, Watch Manufacturer Novy380 Harris vy , Registrar, 
‘Cleaver, North John st, Liverpool eosgis : 
Prxx, Resets, Matera, Garvey, Dullder Dec 10 Challen y Fairchild, North,J Day & 
or, Tuomas, "Adlington, Lanes, Tailor -Dec 6 Brook v Sedgwick, Kekewich, J 
——— Gzorcr ae, Bridport, Dorset, Gent Dec5 Champ v Salisbury, North, J 
Buvasy, Gre Grovaxxr Gru ce. Victoria st, Gent Dec 3 Alexander vy Butler, Chitty, J 
SmALiwoop, = Kinderton by Middlewich, Chester, Builder Dec 4 Massey v Small- 


wat J Pritchard, King st, Cheapside 
Wevarp, Witi1am, Ramegate, Kent, Coachman Deci Wellard vy Well K 
5 , ellard vy Wellard, Kekewich, 


London Gazette—Tusspay, Nov 13. 
Baixtox, Hewny, Southsea, Timber Merchant Jan1 Pearse y Crown, North, J King, 
Banker, Wiiiiam, ——_ High st, a ‘Doar Jan 1 Ravenshaw v Barker, North, J 


Meartcore, Wiutiaw Ar Arrau _ and Sanvet Hearucors, Rolleston, Wilts, Gents Dec 12 


2 Wyndham, Sti J ys Ty ey 
ZABETH, Stockton Tees 1 
: z on rocter v Bradley, Registrar, Durham 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazetle.—Fuivay, Nov. 2. 
Acocns, Atrasp, Leytonstone Nov 12 Beckingsale & Co, Copthall avenue 
Avams, Ropert Percevat, Lieutenant, Gt Yarmouth Nov29 Leighton, Clement’sinn 
Apcock, Henry, Neatishead Dec2 Goodchild, Norwich 
Saka Sam Berwick Ge sase Pass =F aed Merchant Nov 12 Sanderson & JK 
Anpernsoy, Exvizapetu Joumaon, F Flixton Novi4 Hewitt &Son, Manchester 
Back, CaaniesGrorcr Haves, Blackburn, Solicitor Nov 30 Withers & Hargreaves, 
Baut, Wirt1an, Garston, Mechanic Dec 3 Rudd, Liverpool 
Bexnerr, Tuomas Lez, Waltham Cross Nov 30 Crossfield & Co, Hackney rd 
Bexsox, Tuomas, Birmingham, Railway Clerk Nov 30 Rollason, Birmingham 
Bextisy, Mancaret, Ramsbottom Nov 23 Knowles & Thompson, Manchester 





_ Nov. 17, 1894. _ 


Basrusy, Houmansen, Rotherham, Gent DecS Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Brennan, Joszru, Southport, Clothes Dealer Nov 30 Innes, Manchester 
Boore, Joux, Cricklade St Sampson, Wilts, Gent DecS Kinneir & Tombs, Swindon 
Cuamrpsxess, Many, Southport Nov 30 Buck & Co, Southport 
Ciarx, Marruew Guywina, Tooting, Medical Practitioner Nov 28 Langton, Strand 
Cooxine, Henry, Sheffield, Mason Deci8 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Cowar, Tomas, Tarporley, Painter Dec 15 Bate, Tarporley 
Caanxe, Jonx, Ulverston, Surgeon Dec 1 Atkinson, Ulverston 
Dives, Josern, Depememneet, Boarding House Proprietor Nov 30 J & W H Druitt, 
Ferretti, Hexry, Newcastle upon Tyne, Linen Draper Dec1 Mather & Co, Newcastle 
Mase, Tuoaas ioxuan, St John’s Wood, Gent Decl Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Hampsox, Hanwan, Newtown Bemberton Decl5 Barlow, Wigan 
Hare, Many Avy, Clifton Jani James & Son, Hereford 
Harcnett, Joux, Wednesbury Nov 30 Stockdale, Wednesbury 
Hoyt, Wii.1am, Kingsland, Artist Dec7 Ackland & Son, Saffron Walden 
Krxcey, Exizanetu Many Carper, Southend Oct1 Lovell, Monument bldgs 
Kounstamm, Josspn Henmaxn, Cannon st, Leather Merchant Dec 17 Montagu, 

Bucklersbury 
Lampert, Evwarp Sriguine, Kensington Nov 24 Gabriel, Lincoln’s ian 
Lono, Epwaxp, Forest Gate Nov 20 Banes, Stratford 
Musxert, Mary, Norwich Jan 31 Yetts, Lincoln’s icn fields 
Norton, Jony, Hornsey rd, Builder Novi9 Gabriel, Lincoln’s inn 
Patusr, Evwarp, Bath, Cabinet Maker Dec 1 Payne & Fuller, Bath 
Puckie, Cuantorre Warixotoy, Brighton Jan 31 Pemberton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Ries, Avousrs, Zomerghem, Cook Dec2 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 4 
Romer, Rosert Concyra, Reading, Major General Dec 8 Stricks & Bellingham, Swan- 4 
Rosen, James, Long Crichel, Dorset, Farmer Decl Dibben, Wimborne 
Seppon, Annis, Southport Dec 11 R & F H Taylor, Bolton 
Seppon, Cuarves, Southport, Gent Decll R & F H Taylor, Bolton 
Srraccert, Ricnarp, Leamington Spa Dec 31 Southern & Co, Ludlow 
Srezt, Joszrn, Ightham Nov 30 Powell & Rogers, Essex st 
Srocxrox, Witu1am, Gt Yarmouth, Teacher of Science Dec 15 Bate, Tarporley 
Tuompson, Grorae, Crewe, Wine Merchant Nov20 Speakman & Flowerdew, Crewe 
Tipcomss, Aveusta Mary, Crewkerne Noy 30 Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
Tipcomsz, Joun James, Crewkerne, Gent Nov 30 Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
Wanrariver, Wi11au, Sharrow, Yorks, Station Master Nov 26 Wise & Son, Ripon 
‘Wesrox, Canotine, Bury St Edmunds Decll Hayward & Smith, Rochester 
Wickes, Wint1am Warts, Aylsham, Esq Dec7 Houchen & Houchen, Thetford 4 
Wican, Henry, South Kensington, Hop Merchant Jani Maples & Co, Old Jewry 
Wixe, Evwaxp, Kingston upon Hull, Hatter Dec3 Gardam, Hull 
Woop, Jozt, Bradfield, Farmer Decl0 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistone 

London Gazette.—Tusspay, Nov. 6. 

Samson, Henry Witwiaz, Bexley Health, Esq Dec 31 Powell & Burt, St Swithin's 
Bayes, Sens, Accrington, Drysalter Dec10 Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 
Bentiey, Netserwoop, Rotherham, Gent DecS Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Brewster, WitL1aM Jersoy, Kingston on Thames Dec 31 Loxley & Co, Cheapside 
Caarninerox, Percy Wittiam, Virginia Dec21 Bowman & Crawley Boevey, Bedford 
Downie, Trowbridge Dec8 Mann & Rodway, Trowbridge 
Dovey, Faspegick Aveustus, Plumstead Dec 1 Greenep, Woolwich 
Dyes, Auics, Norwich Decl Preston & Son, Norwich 
Fire, Axnz, Aldford st Dec14 Clarkson & Co, Lime st 
Geissier, Cant Wi.HELm, Stuttgert Dec2 Rehdars & Higgs, Mincing lane 
Greex, Lavinia, Clapham Dec6é Bulcraig, Clapham 
Housteyx, Jouaxn Jacos, Upper Clapton, Victualler Dec 3i Loxley & Co, Cheapside 
Jouxsoy, Sarreny W11114m, Gray’s inn sq, Gent Dec15 Johnson & Son, Gray’s inn eq 
Senay, Rowelge, Newport, Shropshire, Grocer Dec 6 Fisher & Hodges, Newport, : 
Manssorr, Geosetass Many, Upton on Severn Dec 10 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford 
Méovenean Tuomas Witt1am, Tunbridge Wells, Gent Dec 1 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas 


N cane a Newcastle on Tyne, Gent Decl Ingledew & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 

Nevitt, James Huau, Sutton Coldfield, Boat Proprietor Dec 1 Ansell & Ashford 
Birmingham 

Shenae Toran Weaze, Cricket St Thomas, Estate Agent Dec 31 Brice, Bridg- 

ines, James, Market Weighton, Painter Dec 15 Robson, Pocklington 

Rosson, Many Isapecta, Newcastle on Tyne Decl Arnott & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 

Rocers, Exiza, Kensington pk gins Dec6 Leighton & Savory, Clement’s ing 

Royps, Cugistiana, Rochdale Dec? Stott & Son, Rochdale 

Sanpens, Sanau Swann, Wandsworth Dec18 Wheatley & Co, New iun 

Sanpersoy, Joun, Scarborough, Gent Deo 15 Hick, Scarborough 

Surry, James, Srocxront, Grocer Decl Smith, Stockport 

Srevrr, Cuantes Witiiam, Lee, Gent Dec10 Gamlen & Burdett, Gray’s inn sq 

Tomuinsoy, Exizapern Wap, Tunbridge Wells Jani Chubb, Adelphi 

Too.zy, Witt1am, Highgate hill Dec 15 Sowton, Bedford row 

Went, Isaseita Cuunton, Thames Ditton Dec 31 Powell & Burt, St Swithin’s lane 

Woop, Diana, Bath Dec Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter 

Were, Mary Janz, Beckenham Dee 20 Lovell & Co, Gray's ian sq 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
acon, Amy Chepstow, Spinster Gloucester Pet Oct 17 


ASKREN, ay CLAUDE. een, Grocer Notting- 
ham Nov 5 Ord Nov 

Baker, Aue, Old Ford, Desad Baker High Court Pet 
Nové Ord Nové 


HE Epwarp, Peterborough, Calf Dealer Peter- 
boro Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 

Biackier, Sypywey ee Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nové 

Bea cxsans, Groras. pene, Carpenter Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 7 


Ord 
Booxe’ |e er rd,  emeces Victualler 
High Court Bet Oct 18 Ord Nov 
Buscrss omar Sheffield, Engineer ° sheffield Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 6 

decsoenath, Basti, Manchester, Merchant Manchester 
Pet Nové6 Ord Nové . 

CALLAWAY, JOsEPa, Landport, Tob st Port ith 
Pet Nov5 Ord Ni 

Cuant, Freperick * nad and Rozsert Gairrira, High 
Hol ters High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Cox, Gzorce, South Eaton pl, Horse Dealer h Court 
Pet Aug 8 Ord Nov 6 

Cox, Henry Boon, Portsmouth, Refreshment house Keeper 

Portsmouth Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Craves, Tuomas, Kelbrook, Yorks, Overlooker Bradford 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Daz, Jame, sen, Normanton, Grocer Derby Pet Nov5 

ov 5 

Davies, Josep, Pembroke, Wheelwright Pembroke 
Dock Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Dew, O.tver Grorcs iceman, Boot Maker Dews- 
bury Pet Nov 6é Ord N 

Exp, Gzorcs, Walsall Waleall ° Pet Nov2 Ord Nov3 

Evans, Davin, comenn, Tinplate Packer Swansea Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 

oat ee , Ruthin, Innkeeper Wrexham Pet Nov 
6 


Nov 6 
General Draper 


Foster, Cuaries Joun, Barnsley, 
Barnsley Pet Noy5 Ord Nov5 

Fuuyes, Seeskas >. Essex, Plumber Colchester 

Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 


wer | A nny anos, Herbalist York Pet Nov 7 
7 

Garver, Hagry, Hastings, Tailor Hastings Pet Nov 3 
Ord Nov 3 


Garrop, Witi1am, eneaae, Cattle Dealer Ipswich 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Gzz, Tuomas, and Tuomas Bexwerr oy Uphol- 
sterers Norwich Pet Oct 26 Ord N 

Gusezrt, Atrrep Tom, Wolverhampton, , A ae Victu- 
aller Wolverhampton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Hun, ase Bristol, Carpenter Bristol Pet Nov7 Ord 


ov7 

Joxzs, Mary, Lianllwni, Grocer Carmarthen Pet Nov 7 
Ord Nov 7 

“7 Joun, Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet Nov3 

‘ov 3 

Lipmay, Lewis, Manchester sq, Fruiterer High Court Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Macks, ALEXANDER > wala South ee: Watchmaker 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov6 

Marve., Mosszs, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet Nov3 Ord 


ov 3 
Moreay, Tuomas, Bargoed, Glam, Tea Dealer Merthyr 
dfil Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Moyiz, Vyrvyan Hewry, Ashamps Clerk in Holy 
Orders ing Pet 
Pet Nov 7 


Reading 24 "Ord ~g 8p 
ma) Joux, Scarboroug’ oko 
7 





prtawer, Asranam, Smarden, Kent, Shoemaker Canter- 
bury Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Parker, Henny Joszru, Birmingham, Tobacconist Bir- 
mingham Pet aad 7 Ord No Nov7 

Pocock, Aaron «, Greenhithe, Boatbuilder 
Rochester Pet Nor 7 Ord Nov7 

= mp Bertranp, Gower st High Court Pet Sept 

ov7 


Ric 5 ag ine Cardiff, Boatman Cardiff Pet Nové Ord 
ov 
a ya Aberavon, Outfitter Neath Pet Nov 5 


Reaca, +t ee Hoyland poten, Yorks, Plumber 
Barnsley Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 

Rocers, Gzoraz Horears, haa hl Grocer York Pet 

Ro Nov .— Or angtott, ™ 
SLING, Hexey, ‘armer Peterborough Pet 
Nové6é Ord Nové6 

Satmox, George Wim, aaput, Kent, Dairyman 
Canterbury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov . 

pote <u James, Kendal, Grocer Kendal Pet Oct24 Ord 

ov7 
SHIP be 3 ty Leicester, Painter Leicester Pet Nov 


-_" Wu Manchester, Accountant Manchester 
q Oct n Nov .. alsall, 
Ss, ILLIAM, cle t Walsall 
Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 oo 
Sura, Witt1am Jones, Britonferry, Bootmaker Nedth 
et NovS Ord Nov 5 


Wess, Caantes Henny, Stafford, e Agent Stafford 
Pet Oct Nov 5 hes 


a. 3 Loughborough, Tailor Leicester Pet 

wane, {Evan hae Stonnel, Farmer Walsall Pet 

MB, ood B Got Keer | 7 Bricklayer Notting- 

eR LRT. late Cattle Dealer Merthyr 
Tydfil PetNov7 Ord 





st, Wine Merchant High 


Wourr, Arravur, Fenchurch 
Court PetAugié Ord Nov 5 
The amended notice is substituted for that pub- 


in the London Gazette of Nov. 6 :— 
a or Reta, Eat een Sao \Ryde Pet 


, The folierhed in the Landon Gasctte of Oct. 20:— 

in the London Gazette of Oct. 26 :— 

 Borrarce faye amgly Beurtow, Liverpool, Merchant Liver- 
pool ‘Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


ORDERS RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Davummonp, Matcomm H., —_ Corsica High Court 
Ree Ord Oct 12 Rescssn 
Reoay, WittiamM ry oe st, Russell sq, Estate 
Agent High Court Ord Sept 19 Resessn Nov7 


RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 


Suvra, Bewsamixn Frvanass, Li out of business 
Liverpool Rec Ord April 10 Nov 5 


poi eosin 


Bisc 
Mov sats) 


Diamond Merchant 

Ca.roatous, Basti, Bogkrapuy bg, Carey Nov 16 at 

oly chants, Seidgs of, Manehester Nov 17 at 11 Off 
pan, Parmer 


2.30 
Daz, | N 
Nov 21 at 11.30 


ames’s chm! 
Desennam, Gronce, GtY: 
Colchester 
Exxins, Witt1am, Ni I W, Shoeing Smith Nov 17 
at 3. Quay Newport, Iw 
Frowerpay, Wii1i14m, Eastbourne, Fruiterer Nov 20 at 
12 Coles & Beaside 


Foorz, WiLL1AM, Ropgrt Foors, Newcastle on tae 
Brushmakers Nov 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on 


Gitsert, Auicx, Bushey Heath, Commercial Traveller 
Nov 16 at12 Bankruptey a oe 

Gorrz, Gzorcr, Mason’s avenue, t Keeper Nov 
16 at 2.90 Bankruptey 

Greexwoop, Jonx Wii11aMm, Haworth, Draper Nov 19 at 
12 Off 31, ao row, ord 


Ganees 0 Heo, 2 Temple chmbrs, T ae 

16 al 9, ‘emple avenue 

a ee Josera, Leeds, Grocer Nov 16 at 11 Off 

22, Park yee, la 

a. os Pn el Pendlebury, Commission Agent 
Nov 16 at 3 es chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Lipman, Lewis, sq, Fruiterer Nov 22 at 12 
Bankru Carey st 

Maywanp, Jony, Farmer Nov 17 at 12 Off 

Moreay, Jou, Gt Russell st, Public house Broker Nov 21 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bkigs, Carey st 

—_") Wit11am, Dorchester, Miller Nov 16 at 12.30 


Nicuot, Roperr, Dealer Nov 20 at 12 
L, ms Hay 12, 
i. aes London Bridge, Provision Agent Nov 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


sian own, Rochdale, Coachbuilder Nov 16 at 11.30 
Pzarsox, Groner, Alderton, Glos, Grocer Nov 17 at 3.15 
County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 


mie ~~ epeoeeecneneoans Nov 22 at 12 Off 
ee i. Secamaie Terk Grocer Nov 20 at 
etay, Copan. enn, dart, Ewinepnner Nov 17 
Sueraurst, G, Addiscombe Nov 16 at11.30 24, Railway 
Surman, Ave Mania, Bag Dowes, Draper Nov 17 at3 
Spicer, Ricuarp why Rar Saddler 
sui Seine ‘iene tee - aetny oars Nov 20 at 
mM Ny Nov 16 at 11.15 
Townhall, Rochdale 
Was Tomas, Clacton on Sea, Bank Manager Nov 21 at 


Wit.14ms, James Heyry, Bodmin, Farmer Nov 17 at 10 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
neren, Vins Wuaus og Ty rd, Electrician High 
ASKREN, Pe ad ng Gorcer Notting- 
ham Pet Nov 6 O Nov 5 
Bie, Asner, Old Ford, Bread Baker High Court Pet 
Calf Dealer Peter- 
Butcher Plymouth 


Betiamy, Epwanrp, Peterborough, 
igh Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Gerores, 


Cattaway, Josera, Landport, Tobacconist Portsmouth 
iov5 
Canpex, ALFRe Architect Brighton Pet 
at Ord Now's Portsmouth, Refreshment ce 
¥ x, 
Portsmouth Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Dae, oe om, Normanton, Grocer Derby Pet Nov 5 
Dew, Oxitver Geora Aseenetinn, Best Siainw Dewsbury 
Bot Nov 5 Ord. 


Brays, Dav, Sania, ‘a plate Packer Swansea Pet 





Nov6 Ord Nov 


oa 

Grupeet, Vietu- 

Hint Joan, Bristol, Cease ‘ Pet Nov 7 Ord 
, Estate 

my tw ew Agent Dewsbury 


Seay SETI Conte Neath Pet Nov5 


Nether, Yorks, Plumber 
Granny, "Ord Nove” 
Roa Goanen Brenare, Bhamnges, Grocer York Nov 


5 Fama, 
_Lanetoft, Farmer Peterborough Pet 
Nov 5 Gnd Hor 


bag gyn ian, Mi Leicester Pet Nov 
SMALLWoop, ly) 3 Walsall, Cycle Agent Walsall 


Brana, Iam aero maaan Banbury Pet 
Stranntnox, Barnet, Wise Morcha Barnet Pet 
Wen tune ieee feet, Cees Ages Stafford 


Pet Ord 
iy Baiod, Bidiayer Notting- 


Witxrvsox, Samvuen 
Wass, iy ot 5 cattle Dealer Merthyr 
‘Tydfil Pet Nov? Ord Nov? 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
OT acl Adjed hoot 10 pasemal,, ont of: Waites 


London Gasetie.—Tuzspay, Nov. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


As , Faepenick Wittiam, Woking, Auctioneer 
“Guildford Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Deomse, Jenne Bapas, GS Clea; Gees Gt Grimsby 


Pet Nov8 Ord 
Buckie, Mar, | Liandade Reet: Bape 
Slater Wakefield Pet Nov 7 Ord 


=, Win, 


, Won Yorks, Painter Bradford 


Onnsann, Gronon, pay Soe Ste Scarborough Pet 


Davamenn, Eeeee Saas pee Date Man- 
Denne, SO eee High Court Pet 
Obed ord , Watling st, Solicitor High Court Pet Oct9 


Esouno,Juxas, Garvesons, Parmar Norwich Pet Oct 
Cespaes, denied, Deter Wandsworth Pet Nov 


Bree 


, Worm, ee ay Es Sew Keeper 


ges i ae eee 
paar Baby Tees = ony FA 





mee Richmond Wandsworth Pet Oct 8 
Ord Nov 8 

I Rosert Farmer 

ware Ronee Soe, Cambridge 
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Hewny Groncz, Landport, Dairyman Ports- 
Pa koro 9 OriNov 9 
oti Nor Aberavon, Tinworker Neath Pet Nov 10 
o>, Sunwell, Coal Dealer Bolton Pet Nov 
at Ord Nov 10 
= meer, Bristol, Fishmonger Bristol Pet Nov 10 
Newroy, N: Newmarket, Farmer Cambridge Pet 
Novi0 Ord Nov 10 
Onverr, Fazprricx, Warboys, Baker’s Assistant Peter- 
borough Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Ricsz, Janes, and Cuanies Bg 8. Jzrvreys, Birming- 
30 Ord Nov 10 
Ross, Exuet a New ened wt st Fish Court Pet Oct 
18 Ord Nov 1 
Sawary-Cooxsor, ai Epwarp, Gent High Court 
Pet June? Ord Nov8 
eS eens &, Cutt High Court Pet Oct 


1 

Sitvesrer, bw = pone, Sheffield, Bootmaker Sheffield 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

outa, he, Tuomas, Peckham, Baker High Court 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 8 

Sournworts, Epwarp, Feniscowles, Farmer Blackburn 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 9 

Sreapmax, Wren Swanley, Farmer Rochester Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Nov 8 

Burneetaxp, Wittiam Joux Epwarp G, Malta, Lieu- 

Colonel High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Nov8 

Tayior, Wii11am, Wandsworth, Shafting Agent Wands- 

worth Pet 2 Ord Novs 


Tuayen, Lees paar a Gent High Court 


Pet Oct 19 : 
Tozer, Enaar, Gt Winchester st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Nov 8 
Wa 


Anos, Astcote, N “ 
N. Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
‘Warsox, Jonx Wii11am Hazetvrse, Twickenham, Auc- 
Brentford Pet.Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Wiixmsox, Tzomas, Swansea, Journeyman 
gea Pet Nov8S Ord Novs 
‘Wiisox, Anruun, Leeds, Beerseller Leeds Pet Nov 8 
8 


‘ov 
ayy Epwanrp, Walsall, Ironworker Walsall 
Nov 8 Ord Novs8 
The amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of the 6th Nov. :— 
Goopwix, aaa, tame, Mathes, ween, Farmer Tunbridge 


8 Ord Nov 3 
Tm faked fa the Lom 


notice is substituted for that pub- 
Sissox, Wiis, ame, Accountant Manchester 


Shoe Foreman 


Swan- 


London Gazette of the 9th Nov. :— 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Nov 


Gs. 
aon SPE, SCD ant Wiad” 


Baxznr, Atsert, Old Ford, 3 Baker Nov 23 at 2 


Tumuon, Solicitor Nov 2iat1i Leeds 
Leeds 


, Calf Dealer Nov 28 at 


CKLER, er Nov 22 
at11 10, Athensoum ter, 
pe Lasa.iz, Avevstvus, St Albans oes mer 
'90at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 

Wiruian, a Saff as 2 23 at 1 12 


bldgs. 
Brese, 1Lt1aM, Wyke, Yorks, Painter Nov 22 at 11 
ee oe Manor row, Bradford 
Paaxx_Enxxest Spetixy, Guilford st, Major 

a atel1l st 


OO te To Welt Win, Waleall Nov 28 at 10.30 


Curent Tuomas, Kelbrook, Overlooker Nov 2i at11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Davigs, Joszrx, Pembroke, ba a sage Nov 20 at 2.45 


‘Dawrto:  ommaager Noy 21 at Off 
vy 12 
Ree, Gt Grimsby hegny 


Exp, Gzonex, Walsall Nov 28 at11 Off Rec, Walsall 


rowahall Olchesar Essex, Plumber ‘Nov 21 at 11 
‘Fotrox eer Herbalist Nov 21 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, York 

Wilson, he oe Westerfeld Cattle Dealer Nov 20 at 


a wae and woman ‘Bexwerr, Norwich, Uphol- 
sterers ‘Nov ph did Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 
ee. ee we open Off Rees 


‘ALTER, 
Osborne 


Jouy, Coal Dealer Nov23ati1 Off 
intr armen i 


In. gy bey ee GOlerk in Holy Orders 

Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st, 

Mortosey, Sauver Wairenat, New Broad Com- 

mimlog Agent Nov 22 at $.00 "Bankr ptey’ bldge, 

onerat aes Smarden, Shoemaker Nov 30 at 12 
Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


Aaron Frepenick, Boat Builder N 
Boca. re a ler Nov 


Ba Hasringsy, Surgeon Nov 21 at 


Resurxe, eee, Langtoft, Farmer Nov2s at 12 Law 
Courts, Peterborough 


New rd, 
Satuox, Groner Wrtziam, Ashford, Kost, Dairyman Nov 
12. 


90 at 12.80 Off Rec, 73, Castle 

Sxrrszy, Jonw Rosert, Black! tio ot, Coal Dec 5 at 1.30 
County house, Blackburn 

Smatiwoop, Wiiuram, Walsall, Cycle Agent ‘Nov 21 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Wi 

Srzapuayx, Wreutam, Swanley, Farmer Dee 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Rochester 

Srewarp, Ric wage Jasna, Tailor Nov 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Srockiey, eg Smethwick, Butcher Nov 21 at 2 
County Court, W Bromwich 


Summerriztp, Joun Haroup, James Rosixson, and Joux 
8inc — Perzis, Birmingham Nov 27 at ll 23, Col- 
more ro’ 


Temrerton, "Jone Hewry, Stapenhill, Draper Nov 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 8t ames’s chmbrs, Derby 


Tuomas, Saran steer Tenby, Grocer Nov 20 at 2.30 
Temperance Hall, ugar, Tey, Gr 

Warp, Atrrep, Ambleside, Butcher Nov 2 at 12 120, 
Highgate, Kendal 

Wane, Berner, Dunstable, Ribbon Merchant Nov 21 at 
12.30 Chamber of ce, 145, Cheapside, London 

Wuirrtt, Joun Taomas Parker, Birmingham Nov 23 at 
11 23,Colmore row, Birmidgham 

Witxre, Exisan, Lower Stonnall, Farmer Nov 28 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 


Wixixsox, Samvet Fixcn, Bulwell, Brickla: Nov 20 
at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


Weiont & Co, Ay Tailors Nov 2at3 Off Rec, 
95, Temple Frcs aig (le avenue 
Wrne, Tsomas Josern, West geez. heme Nov 
Mat 2.10 County Court, W 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apranam, Frepertck Wiu114m, Woki 
rd Pet Novs Ord tov 8 





Auc- 
tioneer Guildfoi — 
Arnertoys, Epwarp, Liscard, Birkenhead 
Pet Sept 11 Ord Nov 9 
Beaciey, Wit.14m, Chilworth, Guild- 
ford Pet Oct 27 ane ——— 
Bisuor, Josern Saves, Gt Grimsby, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Bo et ~ongdy Ord N y be st a 
LLE DE LASALLE, somo, bans, Colonel St 
Albans FY i Se) Bog Nov 
AY, alien, ieavting House Keeper 
r Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Burroy, Wii.14M, Pontefract, Slater Wakefield Pet Nov 
7 Ord Nov7 
Bywater, WILLIAM, wee, Yorks, Painter Bradford Pet 
Nov 8 Ord Nov 
Cuant, Faepertox A and Ropert Supws, h 
Holborn, Printers High Court Pet Nov 


‘ov 

Cuarrie, Eow:x, Gt Torrington, Gent Barnstaple Pet 
Sept 21 Ord Nov 10 

Cuanipes, Fraxx Eayzst _ Suataae, Guilford st, Major 
High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord 


Nov7 
Cores, Atrrep Hewyny, Blandf Upholsterer Dor- 
chester Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 10 


Costrx, OLIVER coe St Albans, Butcher St Albans 
Pet Nov 1 me 

Cousins, , oy 
Court Wiese. 


Cox, (he ug Camden 
Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov7 

Craven, THomas, 7 Yagmena Overlooker Bradford Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov 8 

Creasen, Groner, 5 Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 


Pet Nov 10 Ord Now 
Linoleum Dealer 


Daveyrrort, Henrperr Retin 
é a Pet Nov 9 Ova Bor 9 
AVIES, JOSEPH, Wheelwright Pembroke 
Dock Pet Nové6 Ord Nov 10 
Dops, Mawipa Lazs, it Proprie- 
tress Birmingham Pet Nov2 Ord Novs 
Eaciz, Heyry, Newcastle on Printer Newcastle 
Pet Oct 6 Oni Nore” * 
Eacuine, James, F 
a Ord N 


Nov 9 
Eip, Gzoncr, Walsall Walsall Pet Nov? Ord Nov5 


Goeeets, JAMES, Sussex, Farmer ‘Tunbridge 
Per Nov 3 Ont ‘Nove’ 


siete Cuantes Wit Rene mm, Club Steward 
High Court Pet Nov 10 Nov 

Haxnison, Wriitam Reapnem, Saeko, Durham, 

PetNov7 Ord Nov7 

Farmer Wakefield 


keeper on Tees 
Heumeway, Jou, 
Ord No’ v8 Goole, Pet Nov 8 


Horx, Joss Witt1am Apax, 
Manufacturer Halifax Pet Nov! "ord ine 
Hompnureys, Joux, Aberystwith 
4 Ord Novi 
Hvat, .~y% Reap, Southwark, Builder High Court 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 10 


Ivatr, ~anbed oa, + poems Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Jzrpem™, Epwarp, Lancaster pl, Coal Merchant High 
Court Novs Ord Nov8 
Sosa, Rare Groner, Landport, Dairyman Portse- 
pur 


mot Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
JosErn, ——_ = Financial Agent Cardiff Pet 
eg a. Aberavon, Tin Worker Neath Pet Nov 10 


‘ov 10 
> Roupotrs, and Witiram Samuver Bexswer, 
Birmingham Pet April 


ham, Jewellers B 30 Ord Nov9 
Lom, imp Peele, Cast Dealer Bolton Pet Nov 
0 
Liovp, Joun 5 vavenes: Warrington, Builder Warrington 
Pet Oct 18- Ord Nov 10 


Buckiey, 








McKzcusiz, Jonx Axpsrson Raz, Anerley, Lieut € 
Croydon Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov5 
s Assistant 


Owvert, Faepenicx, Warboys, Baker’ 

borough Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Srivesrer, Wirt1aM rd Sheffield, Bootmaker § 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 


Sixen, Proce omer or Cnrumsa, Shepherd’s 
High Court Pet Aug 15 Ord Nov 8 

Sxinver, Warten Arxm, Wadhurst, Sussex, Bui 
Tun Wells PetNov1 Ord Nov8 

Surrn, W1.11am Jonzs, Briton Ferry, Bootmaker WN 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 9 

Srewanp, Rrionarp James, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff 
Oct 12 Ord Nov8s 

Uxverwoop, —, and Totxrex,—, Fore st, Hosiers i 
Court Pet Sept 22 Ord Nov 8 


ae ‘onnis, Charterhouse st High Court Pet Oct 


Warens, alga Shoe Foreman No 
thampton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Waurrttt, Joux Tuomas Parkes, Birmingham Birmi 
ham Pet Sept19 Ord Nov 9 

Wirxix, Exwan, Lower Stonnall, Farmer Walsall 
Nov2 Ord Nov? 

Wiieryson, Tuomas, Swansea, Mason Swansea Pet 
8 Ord Novs 

Witsoyx, Anruur, Leeds, Beerseller Leeds Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 8 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Scorr, Txomas Cock, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, ¥: 
om Newcastle on Tyne Adjud July 36 
‘ov 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 19.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Red Lion Ho 
Totten at 6 for 7 o'clock, Freehold Building 

(see ad Nov. 3, 8, p. 20). 

Nov. 19.—Mesars. pg weahed Green, at the Mart, B.C, 
at 2 o’clock, Rents and Leasehold F 
Paes on civectioament Mov. 10, p. 4). 

— etn Peeceia Rosixs & Hiss, at fe 
ry 
“EG wt toa catia Sake 

Nov. 20.—Messrs. 8. Watxer & Ruwrz ob hott 5 oF 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-Rent (see 
Oct. 6, 20; Nov. 10; this week, p. 4). 

Nov. 21, 22, and 28.—Mr. Rozsat Rerp, eae ee »! 
at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
Oct. 27, p. 4). 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Exiis & Son, at the Mart, E.C., a6! 
Hi ia "enone Seeeeness Une advertisements, Ni 

p. 19). 








Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which @ 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and-P 
age, 52s. WSEKLY REPORTER, in 
26s. ; by Post, 28. Soxiorrors’ Jovrw. 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volwmes bo 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law ¢ 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application be made direct to the Pub 
All letters intended for publication in 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be « bi 
by the name of the writer. 








EDE AND SON, 


roms Seb 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Bench, Corporation of London,&e. =| 


ROBES FOR lin aati COUNSEL AND 


SOLIOITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, 
, and Olerks of the Peace. 

Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 

ESTABLISHED 1689. 
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